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So the resolution was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOP-
MENT AND RELATED AGENCIES 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2015 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 641 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill, H.R. 4923. 

Will the gentlewoman from Ten-
nessee (Mrs. BLACK) kindly resume the 
chair. 

b 1555 

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 
Accordingly, the House resolved 

itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the 
further consideration of the bill (H.R. 
4923) making appropriations for energy 
and water development and related 
agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2015, and for other purposes, 
with Mrs. BLACK (Chair) in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIR. When the Committee of 

the Whole rose earlier today, an 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Louisiana (Mr. CASSIDY) had been 
disposed of and the bill had been read 
through page 59, line 20. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BARTON 
Mr. BARTON. Madam Chair, I have 

an amendment at the desk. 
The CHAIR. The Clerk will report the 

amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), insert the following: 
SEC. 508. 
(a) PILOT PROGRAM.—Notwithstanding any 

provision of the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 
1982 (42 U.S.C.10101 et seq.), the Secretary of 
Energy is authorized, in the current fiscal 
year and subsequent fiscal years, to conduct 
a pilot program, through 1 or more private 
sector partners, to license, construct, and 
operate 1 or more government or privately 
owned consolidated storage facilities to pro-
vide interim storage as needed for spent nu-
clear fuel and high level radioactive waste, 
with priority for storage given to spent nu-
clear fuel located on sites without an oper-
ating nuclear reactor. 

(b) REQUESTS FOR PROPOSALS.—Not later 
than 120 days after the date of enactment of 
this Act, the Secretary shall issue a request 
for proposals for cooperative agreements— 

(1) to obtain any license necessary from 
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission for the 
construction of 1 or more consolidated stor-
age facilities; 

(2) to demonstrate the safe transportation 
of spent nuclear fuel and high-level radio-
active waste, as applicable; and 

(3) to demonstrate the safe storage of spent 
nuclear fuel and high-level radioactive 
waste, as applicable, at the 1 or more con-
solidated storage facilities pending the con-
struction and operation of deep geologic dis-
posal capacity for the permanent disposal of 
the spent nuclear fuel. 

(c) CONSENT-BASED APPROVAL.—Prior to 
siting a consolidated storage facility pursu-
ant to this section, the Secretary shall enter 
into an agreement to host the facility with— 

(1) the State; 
(2) each unit of local government within 

the jurisdiction of which the facility is pro-
posed to be located; and 

(3) each affected Indian tribe. 
(d) APPLICABILITY.—In executing this sec-

tion, the Secretary shall comply with— 
(1) all licensing requirements and regula-

tions of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission; 
and 

(2) all other applicable laws (including reg-
ulations). 

(e) PUBLIC PARTICIPATION.—Prior to choos-
ing a site for the construction of a consoli-
dated storage facility under this section, the 
Secretary shall conduct 1 or more public 
hearings in the vicinity of each potential 
site and in at least 1 other location within 
the State in which the site is located to so-
licit public comments and recommendations. 

(f) USE OF NUCLEAR WASTE FUND.—The Sec-
retary may make expenditures from the Nu-
clear Waste Fund to carry out this section, 
subject to appropriations. 

Mr. BARTON (during the reading). 
Madam Chair, I ask unanimous consent 
that the amendment be considered as 
read. 

The CHAIR. Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Madam Chair, I re-

serve a point of order on the gentle-
man’s amendment. 

The CHAIR. A point of order is re-
served. 

Pursuant to House Resolution 641, 
the gentleman from Texas and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. BARTON. Madam Chair, at the 
end of the dialogue on this amendment, 
it is my intention to withdraw it, and 
I want the House to know that. 

As we all know, we have the Nuclear 
Waste Policy Act of 1982 that stipu-
lates that it is the responsibility of the 
Federal Government, through the De-
partment of Energy, to accept all high- 
level nuclear waste that has been gen-
erated by our civilian reactors. 

This has not been done, even though 
we have a law that says it should be 
done. There is a permanent repository 
that is located in the State of Nevada. 

The citizens of that State have seri-
ous reservations about accepting high- 
level waste in their State, and as a con-
sequence, they have managed, through 
various bills over the years, to prevent 
that facility from going forward. 

The amendment that I have before 
the body today would authorize a pilot 
program through the Department of 
Energy, on a competitive basis and its 
being consent-based by State, to allow 
interim storage at one or more facili-
ties. 

The money would come from the nu-
clear waste fund from which we have 
collected over $15 billion. This amend-
ment would not preclude Yucca Moun-
tain, in any way, from being the per-
manent repository. 

It would allow any State in the Na-
tion that wished to submit a proposal 
to the Secretary of Energy within 120 
days, if my amendment were to become 
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law; then, on a competitive basis, the 
Secretary of Energy, after holding pub-
lic hearings, would make a determina-
tion that one or more sites in the coun-
try could accept this waste on an in-
terim basis. 

I think this is a good amendment. It 
would cut the Gordian knot that has 
constrained us for over 30 years, and if 
we were to be allowed to vote on it, I 
am absolutely certain the House would 
pass it. 

Madam Chair, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. GENE 
GREEN), my cosponsor on the minority 
side. 

b 1600 
Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. I thank 

my colleague on the Energy and Com-
merce Committee and my good Texas 
friend. 

Madam Chair, I rise in support of the 
amendment and will place my full 
statement into the RECORD. 

The amendment I am offering with 
my friend Congressman JOE BARTON 
would authorize the Energy Depart-
ment to start a pilot nuclear waste 
program. 

Congress, back in 1982, passed the Nu-
clear Waste Policy Act, directing DOE 
and NRC to open a permanent reposi-
tory for our Nation’s spent nuclear 
fuel. Over three decades later, America 
is still without a repository, leaving 
tens of thousands of nuclear waste vul-
nerable to attacks of terror and other 
catastrophes. 

The reasons behind this failure are 
well-known, and it is imperative that 
this Congress and the administration 
act to open a safe and permanent stor-
age facility. Until that day, we must 
find interim storage to ensure that the 
70,000 tons of spent fuel sitting in our 
Nation’s nuclear plants are safe from 
harm’s way. 

The pilot program authorized in this 
amendment would be paid for by funds 
already available in the nuclear waste 
fund and would direct DOE to open a 
pilot facility only after it was found to 
be safe by NRC, has gained the consent 
of the State’s Governor, each unit of 
local government within the jurisdic-
tion and affected Indian tribes, and 
heard from the general public. 

Given the nearly $30 billion available 
in the nuclear waste fund, the growing 
inventory of spent nuclear fuel, and the 
inherent hazards connected with nu-
clear waste, I urge my colleagues to 
join with Congressman BARTON and me 
to authorize this program. 

Madam Chairman, I am also in agree-
ment. I agree with withdrawing the 
amendment, but somewhere, this Con-
gress needs to address our nuclear 
waste disposal and storage issue. 

I thank my colleague for the time. 
Mr. BARTON. Madam Chair, could I 

inquire how much time I have remain-
ing? 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from 
Texas has 11⁄2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. BARTON. Madam Chair, I re-
serve the balance of my time at this 
point in time. 

The CHAIR. Does the gentleman 
from Idaho continue to reserve his 
point of order? 

Mr. SIMPSON. Madam Chair, I con-
tinue to reserve my point of order. 

Mr. UPTON. Madam Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from 
Michigan is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. UPTON. Madam Chairman, I just 
want to say, it is my understanding the 
gentleman is going to withdraw the 
amendment, so we are not going to 
have to insist on the point of order. 

I just want to assure both my friends 
from Texas that this is an issue that 
this body needs to deal with. We just 
had two votes in the last hour that 
were a pretty good indication that this 
body supports long-term storage of 
high-level nuclear waste. 

It is an issue that we have seen linger 
in this Congress now, well, for the last 
number of decades. It needs to be re-
solved. I am one that believes, as you 
do, I think—I know—that the author-
izing committee needs to deal with this 
forthwith; and I want to give the assur-
ance to you and all of our colleagues 
that, as the chairman of the Energy 
and Commerce Committee, I want to 
continue to work on this issue on a bi-
partisan basis. 

For me, I have got two nuclear plants 
in my district. Both facilities, in fact, 
have run out of room in their pools. 
They are going to be storing it on-site. 

We have got a number of sites around 
the country that are closed at this 
point, and they are needing to send 
their high-level nuclear waste to one 
safe place. That is what the Yucca 
Mountain bill did that we passed, that 
President Reagan signed into law back 
in the eighties. 

There is a lot of discussion, particu-
larly on the Senate side, on an interim 
storage site. I know that some States 
like Texas would very much like to 
participate in such a program. My con-
cern with that approach is this, that I 
don’t want to see that move without a 
permanent, full-time site like Yucca be 
left in the ditch, that, in fact, we 
might see, ultimately, the two com-
bined. 

That is not an approach that we are 
going to deal with on this appropria-
tion bill but, rather, an authorization 
bill that certainly I would like to see 
happen. I know that the chairman of 
that subcommittee, Mr. SHIMKUS, is on 
board with, very much, the same 
thoughts. I would like to think that in 
the next Congress, when we have got 
some new faces perhaps on both sides 
of the House and the Senate, that we 
will be able to move a bipartisan bill 
to, in fact, deal with both long-term 
and short-term in terms of interim, 
and I look forward to being a party to 
try and get those two groups together. 

So I would ask the two gentlemen 
from Texas, particularly you, Mr. BAR-
TON, if you would withdraw the amend-
ment knowing that we will, in fact, 
deal with this on another day, not 
today. 

Madam Chair, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

The CHAIR. Does the gentleman 
from Idaho continue to reserve a point 
of order? 

Mr. SIMPSON. Madam Chairman, I 
continue to reserve my point of order. 

Mr. BARTON. Madam Chair, let me 
reiterate, before I ask unanimous con-
sent to withdraw this amendment, 
that, one, it is obviously bipartisan. 
Two, I think it would pass the House 
overwhelmingly, because, as the chair-
man of the full committee just said, we 
have had two votes in the last hour 
that were 5–1 in favor of disposing of 
high-level waste. I would say you could 
say those were votes in favor of dis-
posing of it at Yucca Mountain, but 
certainly we have the votes for a per-
manent repository. 

The amendment before the body at 
this moment is a pilot program. It is 
for interim storage. It in no way would 
preclude any effort to fund and develop 
the permanent repository at Yucca. 
And if the State of Nevada wanted to, 
they could compete for the interim 
storage and I think, in all probability, 
might decide to do so. 

So I would hope that sometime in 
this Congress through the appropria-
tion process with the other body or, as 
the full committee chairman has just 
promised, in the next Congress through 
the normal regular order authorization 
process that we deal both with interim 
storage and permanent storage. 

And I think I have the chairman’s 
commitment to do that. Is that cor-
rect? 

Mr. UPTON. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. BARTON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan. 

Mr. UPTON. I look forward to work-
ing with you on both of those accounts 
and move it to regular order through 
the authorization process. Certainly 
that is an issue that I want to see our 
committee deal with in the next Con-
gress for sure. 

Mr. BARTON. Reclaiming my time, I 
want to thank the subcommittee chair-
man, Mr. SIMPSON, for his courtesy and 
his staff’s courtesy, the ranking mem-
ber, Ms. KAPTUR, the full committee, 
Mr. ROGERS and his staff. 

I will submit a letter for the RECORD 
from the Governor of Texas dated July 
3 in support of my amendment. 

THE STATE OF TEXAS, 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 

July 3, 2014. 
DEAR TEXAS CONGRESSIONAL DELEGATION: 

After President Obama abandoned any fur-
ther development of Yucca Mountain and 
Congress ceased all funding in 2011, the coun-
try must look for new solutions to the long- 
term issue of safe and secure handling of 
high level radioactive waste (HLW) Early in 
2013 the U.S. Department of Energy an-
nounced that it was looking into alternative, 
permanent disposal solutions to replace the 
proposed storage facility at Yucca Mountain. 
By its own estimations, a permanent HLW 
disposal solution will not be available until 
2048. 

An amendment proposed by Congressman 
Joe Barton authorizes the Secretary of En-
ergy to conduct a pilot program that would 
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provide interim storage of spent nuclear fuel 
and HLW, with the priority for storage given 
to spent nuclear fuel located on sites with-
out an operating nuclear reactor. This op-
tion could demonstrate how this waste can 
be transported and stored in a secure and 
viable manner, providing a step toward a 
long-term solution to this ongoing issue. 

With or without a long-term solution for 
disposing of HLW, implementation of in-
terim facilities is needed. I believe it is time 
for the Congress to act and ensure that the 
United States has a safe and secure solution 
for HLW, and I support this effort by Con-
gressman Barton. 

Sincerely, 
RICK PERRY, 

Governor. 

Mr. BARTON. Madam Chair, I would, 
at this point in time, ask unanimous 
consent to withdraw the Barton-Green 
amendment. 

The CHAIR. Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ENGEL 

Mr. ENGEL. Madam Chair, I have an 
amendment at the desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will report the 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), insert the following: 
SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 

by this Act may be used to lease or purchase 
new light duty vehicles for any executive 
fleet, or for an agency’s fleet inventory, ex-
cept in accordance with Presidential Memo-
randum—Federal Fleet Performance, dated 
May 24, 2011. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 641, the gentleman from New 
York and a Member opposed each will 
control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. ENGEL. Madam Chair, on May 
24, 2011, President Obama issued a 
Memorandum on Federal Fleet Per-
formance that requires all new light- 
duty vehicles in the Federal fleet to be 
alternate fuel vehicles, such as hybrid, 
electric, natural gas, or biofuel, by De-
cember 31, 2015. 

My amendment echoes the Presi-
dential Memorandum by prohibiting 
funds in the Energy and Water Appro-
priations Act from being used to lease 
or purchase new light-duty vehicles ex-
cept in accord with the President’s 
memorandum. 

This amendment has been supported 
by the majority and minority on appro-
priations bills eight times over the 
past few years, and I hope it will re-
ceive similar support today. 

Our transportation sector is by far 
the largest reason we send $600 billion 
per year to hostile nations to pay for 
oil at ever-increasing costs. But Amer-
ica doesn’t need to be dependent on for-
eign sources of oil for transportation 
fuel. Alternative technologies exist 
today that, when implemented broadly, 
will allow any alternative fuel to be 
used in America’s automotive fleet. 

The Federal Government operates 
the largest fleet of light-duty vehicles 
in America. According to GSA, there 
are over 660,000 vehicles in the Federal 

fleet. So, by supporting a diverse array 
of vehicle technologies in our Federal 
fleet, we will encourage development of 
domestic energy resources, including 
biomass, natural gas, agricultural 
waste, hydrogen, renewable electricity, 
methanol, and ethanol. 

When I was in Brazil a few years ago, 
I saw how they diversified their fuel by 
greatly expanding their use of ethanol. 
When people drove to a gas station, 
they saw what a gallon of gasoline 
would cost and what an equivalent 
amount of ethanol would cost and 
could decide which was better for 
them. 

I want the same choices for Ameri-
cans. That is why the gentlewoman 
from Florida, ILEANA ROS-LEHTINEN, 
and I have submitted a bill which 
would provide for every fuel car built 
in America to be a flex-fuel car, which 
would cost less than $100 per car. If 
they can do this in Brazil, we can do it 
here. We can educate people on using 
alternative fuels and let consumers de-
cide which is best for them. 

So, in conclusion, expanding the role 
these resources play in our transpor-
tation economy will help break the le-
verage over Americans held by foreign 
government-controlled oil companies, 
and it will increase our Nation’s do-
mestic security and protect consumers 
from price spikes and shortages in the 
world oil markets. 

I ask that my colleagues support the 
Engel amendment. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. ENGEL. I yield to the gentleman 
from Idaho. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I am willing to accept 
this amendment, and I thank the gen-
tleman for offering it. 

Mr. ENGEL. I thank the gentleman 
for doing that. 

Madam Chair, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The CHAIR. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. ENGEL). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BURGESS 

Mr. BURGESS. Madam Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will report the 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
At the end of the bill, before the short 

title, insert the following new section: 
SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 

in this Act may be used— 
(1) to implement or enforce section 

430.32(x) of title 10, Code of Federal Regula-
tions; or 

(2) to implement or enforce the standards 
established by the tables contained in sec-
tion 325(i)(1)(B) of the Energy Policy and 
Conservation Act (42 U.S.C. 6295(i)(1)(B)) 
with respect to BPAR incandescent reflector 
lamps, BR incandescent reflector lamps, and 
ER incandescent reflector lamps. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 641, the gentleman from Texas 
and a Member opposed each will con-
trol 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. BURGESS. Madam Chair, today’s 
amendment is to maintain current law. 

Since the passage in 2007 of the En-
ergy Security Act, I have heard from 
tens of thousands of constituents about 
how the language of the 2007 Energy 
Independence and Security Act takes 
away consumer choice when deciding 
which types of lightbulbs to purchase 
and place in their homes. 

While the government has passed en-
ergy efficiency standards in other 
realms over the years, never have they 
moved the bar so high and lowered the 
standard so drastically. It is to a point 
where technology is still years away 
from making lightbulbs that are com-
pliant with the law at a price point the 
average American can afford. 

Opponents to my amendment will 
claim that the 2007 language does not 
ban the incandescent bulb. I would 
stipulate that that is true. But it does 
ban the sale of the 100-watt, the 60- 
watt, and the 45-watt bulb. 

The replacement bulbs are far from 
economically efficient, even if they are 
energy efficient. A family living pay-
check to paycheck can’t afford to re-
place every single bulb in their house 
at $25 to $35 a bulb, even if those bulbs 
do last 20 years. And 20 years from now, 
who knows if the technology is going 
to change again, and maybe the Con-
gress will have them change their 
lightbulbs again. 

The economics of the lightbulb man-
date are only part of the story. With 
the expansion of Federal powers under-
taken by President Obama and the 
Democrats in Congress during the first 
2 years of the Obama administration, 
Americans realized just how far the 
Constitution’s Commerce Clause has 
been manipulated from its original in-
tent. The lightbulb mandate is a per-
fect example of this. 

The Commerce Clause was intended 
by our Founding Fathers to be a limi-
tation on Federal authority, not a 
catchall nod to allow for any topic to 
be regulated by Washington that Wash-
ington felt was in the people’s best in-
terest. Indeed, it is clear that the 
Founding Fathers never intended this 
clause to be used to allow the Federal 
Government to regulate and pass man-
dates on consumer products that do 
not pose a risk to health or safety. 

The Congress should be on the side of 
the average American. The Congress 
should be on the side of the consumer. 
The Congress should be on the side of 
consumer choice. If new, energy-effi-
cient lightbulbs save money and are 
better for the environment, we should 
trust the American people to make the 
choice on their own to move toward 
these bulbs. We should not force these 
bulbs on the American people. 

b 1615 
The bottom line is, the Federal Gov-

ernment has no business taking away 
the freedom of Americans to choose 
whatever they wish to put in their 
homes. 

I will add that recently lightbulb 
manufacturers in this country have 
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claimed that because of the stopgap 
provision in the 2007 law, if we con-
tinue to prevent the Department of En-
ergy from promulgating rules pursuant 
to these provisions, the manufacturers 
will be forced to stop manufacturing 
compliant incandescent bulbs. But this 
is an argument to repeal the 2007 lan-
guage in its entirety, not to force its 
implementation. We should not allow a 
stopgap trigger in the law to extort us 
from allowing bad policy to move for-
ward. 

This exact amendment has been ac-
cepted for the past 3 years by voice 
vote and has been included in the an-
nual appropriations legislation, signed 
into law by President Obama each year 
since its first inclusion. It allows con-
sumers to continue to have a choice. It 
allows consumers to continue to have a 
say about what they put in their 
homes. It is common sense. It is time 
we trust average Americans. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Chair, I rise 

in opposition to this amendment. 
The CHAIR. The gentleman from 

California is recognized for 5 minutes. 
Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Chair, I op-

pose this rider, which would block the 
Department of Energy from imple-
menting or enforcing commonsense en-
ergy efficiency standards for 
lightbulbs. This rider was a bad idea 3 
years ago when it was first offered, and 
it is even more unsupportable today. 

Every claim made by proponents of 
this rider has been proven wrong. Mr. 
BURGESS told us that the energy effi-
ciency standards would ban incandes-
cent lightbulbs. That has been simply 
false. You can go to the store today 
and see shelves of modern energy-effi-
cient incandescent lightbulbs that 
meet the standard. They are the same 
as the old bulbs, except that they last 
longer, use less electricity, and save 
consumers money. 

We have heard for years that the en-
ergy efficiency standards restrict con-
sumer choice. We even heard it again a 
minute ago. Well, if you have shopped 
for lightbulbs lately, you know this 
isn’t true. Modern incandescent bulbs, 
compact fluorescent lightbulbs, and 
LEDs of every shape, size, and color are 
now available. Consumers have never 
had more choice. The efficiency stand-
ards spurred innovation that dramati-
cally expanded options for consumers. 

Critics of the efficiency standard 
claimed that they would cost con-
sumers money. In fact, the opposite is 
true. When the standards are in full ef-
fect, the average American family will 
save about $100 every year. That is $13 
billion in savings nationwide every 
year. But this rider threatens those 
savings. That is why the Consumer 
Federation of America and the Con-
sumers Union oppose this anti-con-
sumer amendment. 

Here is the reality: the 2007 con-
sensus energy efficiency standards for 
lightbulbs were enacted with bipar-
tisan support, and they continue to 
enjoy overwhelming industry support. 

U.S. manufacturers are already meet-
ing the efficiency standards. The effect 
of this rider is to allow foreign manu-
facturers to sell old, inefficient 
lightbulbs in the United States that 
violate these efficiency standards. 
That is unfair to domestic manufactur-
ers who have invested millions of dol-
lars in U.S. plants to make efficient 
bulbs that meet the standards. That is 
following our law. 

Why on Earth would we want to pass 
a rider that favors foreign manufactur-
ers who ignore our laws and penalizes 
U.S. manufacturers who are following 
our laws? 

But it gets even worse. The rider now 
poses an additional threat to U.S. man-
ufacturing. The bipartisan 2007 energy 
bill required the Department of Energy 
to establish updated lightbulb effi-
ciency standards by January 1, 2017. It 
also provided that if final updated 
standards are not issued by then, a 
more stringent standard of 45 lumens 
per watt automatically takes effect. 
Incandescent lightbulbs currently can-
not meet this backstop standard. This 
rider blocks DOE from issuing the re-
quired efficiency standards and ensures 
that the backstop will kick in. Iron-
ically, it is this rider that could effec-
tively ban the incandescent lightbulb. 

The Burgess rider directly threatens 
existing lightbulb manufacturing jobs 
in Pennsylvania, Ohio, and Illinois. It 
would stifle innovation and punish 
companies that have invested in do-
mestic manufacturing. This rider aims 
to reverse years of technological 
progress only to kill jobs, increase 
electricity bills for our constituents, 
and worsen pollution. 

There is nothing in the Constitution 
that says that this rider makes sense, 
despite the arguments we have heard 
from the proponent of this rider. 

It is time to choose common sense 
over rigid ideology. It is time to listen 
to the manufacturing companies, con-
sumer groups, and efficiency advocates 
who all argue that this rider is harm-
ful. 

I urge all Members to vote ‘‘no’’ on 
the Burgess lightbulb rider, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. BURGESS. Madam Chair, I think 
columnist George Will said it best back 
in December of 2007 when the Energy 
Independence and Security Act passed. 
He said: Look, the United States Con-
gress has two jobs—defend the borders 
and deliver the mail, and instead, they 
have spent their time outlawing Thom-
as Edison’s greatest invention. 

I urge Members to support the 
amendment and yield back the balance 
of my time. 

The CHAIR. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. BURGESS). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chair announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Chair, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to clause 6 of 
rule XVIII, further proceedings on the 

amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas will be postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 7 OFFERED BY MR. ELLISON 
Mr. ELLISON. Madam Chair, I have 

an amendment at the desk. 
The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 

the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), insert the following: 
SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 

in this Act may be used to enter into a con-
tract with any person whose disclosures of a 
proceeding with a disposition listed in sec-
tion 2313(c)(1) of title 41, United States Code, 
in the Federal Awardee Performance and In-
tegrity Information System include the term 
‘‘Fair Labor Standards Act.’’. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 641, the gentleman from Min-
nesota and a Member opposed each will 
control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. ELLISON. Madam Chair, today I 
am offering an amendment that is very 
simple. Basically, it is one of those 
issues that I think both conservatives 
and liberals and Republicans and 
Democrats ought to be able to get to-
gether and agree on. And that is, if a 
hardworking American earns a penny, 
they ought to get that penny. 

So what the amendment does, it says 
that if there is a Federal contractor 
who has a demonstrated, recorded, 
proven history of wage theft, is in vio-
lation of the Fair Labor Standards Act, 
then they will not be able to partici-
pate in this appropriation. 

This amendment addresses a very se-
rious problem. I would like to bring to 
the House’s attention that the Eco-
nomic Policy Institute found that in 
total, the average low-wage worker 
loses a stunning $2,634 per year in un-
paid wages, representing about 15 per-
cent of their earned income. Another 
report by the Health, Education, Labor 
and Pensions Committee of the United 
States Senate revealed that 32 percent 
of the largest Department of Labor 
penalties for wage theft were levied 
against Federal contractors. Similarly, 
a National Employment Law Project 
study found that about 21 percent of 
Federal contract workers were not paid 
overtime, and 11 percent were forced to 
work off the clock. 

Now, we might debate taxes. We 
might debate how high the minimum 
wage should be. But I know this House, 
this body, as a whole, believes that 
hardworking people should get the 
money that they have worked for. 

Also, the Federal Government, the 
government is the largest spender in 
the world, I think, when you add it all 
up. And anyone who would want a con-
tract with the Federal Government 
should be a contractor who is willing 
to uphold the best, most ethical busi-
ness standards. 

We, as a body, should appropriate our 
money to those businesses that believe 
in paying the workers on time, no mat-
ter what that agreed amount of money 
is. 
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Madam Chair, let me just conclude 

by saying that I think this is an impor-
tant amendment. I urge adoption. And 
as we, as a body, work hard to provide 
opportunity for all Americans, particu-
larly those who work for Federal con-
tractors. I think one thing we can do is 
to support this amendment today and 
send an important signal that a penny 
worked for is a penny that must be 
paid. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The CHAIR. The question is on the 

amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Minnesota (Mr. ELLISON). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BURGESS 

Mr. BURGESS. Madam Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will report the 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
At the end of the bill, before the short 

title, insert the following: 
SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 

by this Act may be obligated to provide 
funds to any entity (as defined in section 101 
of title 11 of the United States Code) that 
commenced a case under title 11 of the 
United States Code in fiscal year 2013, in fis-
cal year 2014, or before the date such funds 
would otherwise be so obligated in fiscal 
year 2015. 

Mr. BURGESS (during the reading). 
Madam Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that the amendment be consid-
ered as read. 

The CHAIR. Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Madam Chairwoman, 

I reserve a point of order on the gentle-
man’s amendment. 

The CHAIR. A point of order is re-
served. 

Pursuant to House Resolution 641, 
the gentleman from Texas and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. BURGESS. Madam Chairman, I 
rise today to offer an amendment to 
protect taxpayers from losing any 
more money, since the Department of 
Energy’s track record of granting 
money to entities teetering on the 
brink of bankruptcy is far from stellar. 

Since President Obama ramped up 
spending at the Department of Energy 
in order to push a political agenda, the 
Department of Energy, first under Sec-
retary Chu and now under Secretary 
Moniz, has lost hundreds of millions of 
dollars, hundreds of millions of dollars 
that the taxpayer will never see again. 

Moreover, over the past decade, the 
Department of Energy has given the 
United States Enrichment Corporation 
billions of taxpayer funds, with abso-
lutely nothing to show for it. Last 
year, we discussed the funding that was 
earmarked for the United States En-
richment Corporation in this very ap-
propriations bill, the Energy and Water 
Appropriations bill. And this body was 
given assurances, assurances that, first 
off, this would be the last installment 
of Federal funding for USEC and, sec-

ond, that USEC was now doing a stellar 
job and was nearing completion of the 
tests being done at its American Cen-
trifuge Project facility and that the 
concerns over the loss of taxpayer 
funds were overblown and unwar-
ranted. 

Madam Chairman, unfortunately, 
both of those assertions have proven to 
be untrue. Not only does the under-
lying bill contain an additional $96 mil-
lion for the United States Enrichment 
Corporation, but that corporation can 
no longer be considered to be on solid 
financial footing, having declared 
bankruptcy earlier this year. 

So it begs the question, why are Re-
publicans in this body providing ear-
marked funds for bankrupt companies? 
When the Department of Energy took 
over operations at the American Cen-
trifuge Project, through its Oak Ridge 
National Laboratory, many of us had 
high hopes of how the facility would be 
run in the future. But those hopes were 
dashed when the Department of Energy 
announced that the United States En-
richment Corporation would continue 
to operate the facility as a subcon-
tractor, essentially maintaining the 
status quo, a status quo that histori-
cally had proven to be inoperable. 

Along with now-Senator MARKEY, I 
requested the Government Account-
ability Office to look into the Depart-
ment of Energy’s actions with regard 
to the United States Enrichment Cor-
poration, providing uranium tails to 
the company while simultaneously 
harming the uranium mining industry 
in many of our Western States. 

The Government Accountability Of-
fice, in the first of two reports this 
month, found the Department of En-
ergy had been taking steps with regard 
to the United States Enrichment Cor-
poration that far exceeded its legal au-
thority. 

b 1630 

Those of us who have been involved 
with this issue were hardly surprised 
by this conclusion, but the report 
served to undermine all of the claims 
that supporters of the United States 
Enrichment Corporation have made 
about the national importance of the 
American Centrifuge Project facility. 

Now, the Government Accountability 
Office is scheduled to release its second 
report later this summer, which con-
cerns the claims that the United States 
Enrichment Corporation’s existence is 
necessary for national security. 

It is clear, however, from the first 
GAO report, that the Department of 
Energy’s actions have been taken in di-
rect contradiction to Federal law. This 
must stop. Any further taxpayer 
money placed in this direction is sure 
to be wasted. 

Madam Chairman, the Department of 
Energy’s track record of giving money 
to bankrupt companies is abysmal. The 
House today has a chance to stand up 
for the American taxpayer and prevent 
further funding from being provided to 
companies that simply cannot deliver. 

Madam Chairman, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

POINT OF ORDER 
Mr. SIMPSON. Madam Chairman, I 

must insist on my point of order. 
I make a point of order against the 

amendment because it proposes to 
change existing law and constitutes 
legislation on an appropriation bill 
and, therefore, violates clause 2 of rule 
XXI. 

The rule states in pertinent part: 
‘‘An amendment to a general appro-

priation bill shall not be in order if 
changing existing law.’’ 

The amendment requires a new deter-
mination. 

I ask for a ruling from the Chair. 
The CHAIR. Does any other Member 

wish to be heard on the point of order? 
Mr. BURGESS. Madam Chair, I do. 
The CHAIR. The gentleman from 

Texas is recognized. 
Mr. BURGESS. I would merely point 

out that we have had this discussion on 
the Energy and Water Appropriations 
bill year in and year out on this issue. 

The fact of the matter is the Depart-
ment of Energy wasted money when it 
came to Solyndra. We should not sup-
port the additional wasting of money 
simply because it is nuclear energy 
that is involved at this point. 

Realistically, this should have been 
stopped last year or the year before. 
The fact that it has not been stopped is 
not something that we, as Republicans, 
can continue to justify. This activity 
needs to cease. To defeat this measure 
on a technicality is the wrong ap-
proach. 

I would encourage the Chair to allow 
this amendment to come forward to a 
floor vote. I believe it would be sup-
ported by the Members. 

The CHAIR. Does any other Member 
wish to be heard on the point of order? 

If not, the Chair is prepared to rule. 
The Chair finds that this amendment 

includes language requiring a deter-
mination of whether certain entities 
have commenced bankruptcy cases. 

The amendment, therefore, con-
stitutes legislation in violation of 
clause 2 of rule XXI. 

The point of order is sustained, and 
the amendment is not in order. 

AMENDMENT NO. 11 OFFERED BY MR. GRAYSON 
Mr. GRAYSON. Madam Chairman, I 

have an amendment at the desk. 
The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 

the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), add the following new section: 
SEC. lll. None of the funds made avail-

able by this Act may be used to enter into a 
contract with any offeror or any of its prin-
cipals if the offeror certifies, as required by 
Federal Acquisition Regulation, that the of-
feror or any of its principals: 

(A) within a three-year period preceding 
this offer has been convicted of or had a civil 
judgment rendered against it for: commis-
sion of fraud or a criminal offense in connec-
tion with obtaining, attempting to obtain, or 
performing a public (Federal, State, or local) 
contract or subcontract; violation of Federal 
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or State antitrust statutes relating to the 
submission of offers; or commission of em-
bezzlement, theft, forgery, bribery, falsifica-
tion or destruction of records, making false 
statements, tax evasion, violating Federal 
criminal tax laws, or receiving stolen prop-
erty; or 

(B) are presently indicted for, or otherwise 
criminally or civilly charged by a govern-
mental entity with, commission of any of 
the offenses enumerated above in subsection 
(A); or 

(C) within a three-year period preceding 
this offer, has been notified of any delin-
quent Federal taxes in an amount that ex-
ceeds $3,000 for which the liability remains 
unsatisfied. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 641, the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. GRAYSON) and a Member opposed 
each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida. 

Mr. GRAYSON. Madam Chair, this 
amendment is identical to other 
amendments that have been inserted 
by voice vote into every appropriations 
bill that has been considered under an 
open rule during this Congress. 

It is also identical to the amendment 
that I offered to last year’s Energy and 
Water Appropriations bill, which 
passed by a voice vote. 

My amendment expands the list of 
parties with whom the Federal Govern-
ment is prohibited from contracting 
due to serious misconduct on the part 
of those contractors. It is my hope that 
this amendment remains 
uncontroversial—as it has been—and, 
again, will be passed unanimously by 
the House. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. GRAYSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Idaho. 

Mr. SIMPSON. We are happy to ac-
cept this amendment. 

Mr. GRAYSON. Thank you very 
much. I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

The CHAIR. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. GRAYSON). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. LAMALFA 

Mr. LAMALFA. Madam Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will report the 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
At the end of the bill, before the short 

title, insert the following: 
SEC. lll. None of the funds made avail-

able by this Act may be used to regulate ac-
tivities identified in subparagraphs (A) and 
(C) of section 404(f)(1) of the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1344(f)(1)(A), 
(C)) or to limit the exemption in section 
404(f)(1)(A) of the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1344(f)(1)(A)) to estab-
lished or ongoing operations. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 641, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia and a Member opposed each will 
control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. LAMALFA. Madam Chairman, we 
have heard quite a bit about the EPA 
and the Army Corps of Engineers’ over-
reach regarding waters of the United 
States. In a preview of just how little 
regard these entities have for Congress 

and the law, they have already dras-
tically overstepped the limits Congress 
has placed on their power. 

Section 404(f) of the Clean Water Act 
explicitly exempts certain activities 
from regulation, including normal ag-
ricultural activities like plowing fields, 
planting and harvesting crops, and 
maintaining irrigation and drainage 
ditches. Congress made these exemp-
tions clear when the act was passed. 

Unfortunately, the EPA and Army 
Corps are, as usual, using creative in-
terpretations of the law in an effort to 
regulate activities that are clearly ex-
empt from their control. We have seen 
Federal agencies go after farmers sim-
ply for changing crops or improving 
their irrigation systems, with abso-
lutely no authority to do so. 

The exemption on ag activities, in 
section 404(f)(1) of the Clean Water Act, 
reads as follows: 

Normal farming, silviculture, and ranching 
activities, such as plowing, seeding, culti-
vating, minor drainage, harvesting for the 
production of food, fiber, and forest products 
or upland soil and water conservation prac-
tices is not prohibited or otherwise subject 
to regulation. 

Madam Chair, this is as clear as it 
can be. These activities are exempt 
from regulation. However, according to 
the corps permitting guidance to farm-
ers and ranchers, to qualify, these ex-
empt activities: must be a part of an 
established ongoing farming, 
silviculture, or ranching operation. An 
operation is no longer established when 
the area on which it was conducted has 
been converted to another use or has 
lain idle. 

Again, the Army Corps’ own words: 
If the current use of a property is for grow-

ing corn, the exemption does not apply if fu-
ture activities would involve conversion to 
an orchard or vineyards. 

Nowhere in the law does a require-
ment that farm work be ‘‘ongoing’’ or 
‘‘established’’ exist. Nowhere in the 
law is a prohibition on changing crops 
mentioned. 

Madam Chair, my amendment simply 
directs the corps to follow the law as 
Congress has written it, to stop at-
tempting to expand its reach based on 
fictional authority. This House unani-
mously passed similar language to rein 
in the corps last year. 

Let us remind these agencies that we 
write the law, not unknown Federal 
bureaucrats, and that the law applies 
not just to average Americans, but to 
the Federal Government as well. 

Madam Chairman, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. MORAN. Madam Chairwoman, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from Vir-
ginia is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MORAN. Madam Chairwoman, I 
rise in opposition to this amendment 
because it is not necessary. It does not 
achieve the stated intent. Contrary to 
a lot of misinformation—and much of 
it deliberate, I am afraid—that has 
been circulated, farmers do not need a 
Corps of Engineers or even an EPA per-
mit to dig a ditch, to till a field, to cre-
ate a reservoir, or to irrigate their 
fields. 

Congress clarified this issue more 
than 35 years ago when it passed the 
1977 amendments to the Clean Water 
Act. Those amendments established a 
well-reasoned and practical approach 
that ensured far-reaching protections 
over the Nation’s waters, but also en-
sured that practical day-to-day oper-
ations of farmers, of ranchers, of for-
esters, and a host of other industrial 
sectors could continue without the 
need for Clean Water Act regulation. 

Section 404(f) of the 1977 law created 
a list of ‘‘activity-based’’ exemptions 
for normal farming, ranching, and for-
estry activities, but it also included 
safeguards to ensure that these ex-
empted activities were not exploited by 
large-scale commercial interests. 

I would also like to register my 
strong opposition to other attacks 
against the Clean Water Act that are 
already a part of this bill, and I refer 
specifically to sections 105 and 106. 

Section 105 blocks the Corps of Engi-
neers from updating regulations per-
taining to the definitions of ‘‘fill mate-
rial’’ for the purposes of the Clean 
Water Act, and section 106 prevents the 
corps from finalizing its proposed regu-
lation clarifying Federal jurisdiction. 

Section 105 protects the work of some 
attorneys in the George W. Bush ad-
ministration, who found a clever way 
to allow mining waste to be dumped 
into rivers and streams without a rig-
orous environmental review process. 

They simply changed the definition 
of fill material to include ‘‘rock, sand, 
soil, clay, plastics, construction debris, 
wood chips, and overburden from min-
ing or other excavation activities.’’ 

What had once been a permit process 
intended to allow quick approval of 
construction projects like bridges and 
roads—where raising the bottom ele-
vation of a water body or converting an 
area into dry land was unavoidable—it 
became a green light for mountaintop 
mining removal, where an entire moun-
taintop could be dumped into a stream 
valley; and since this clever change in 
definition occurred, more than 2,000 
miles of streams have been buried 
under mining waste. 

The environmental and health con-
sequences have been shocking. People 
living near mountaintop-removed 
mines are 50 percent more likely to die 
of cancer and 42 percent more likely to 
be born with birth defects compared 
with other people in Appalachia. 

Section 106 is another outrage that 
has been facilitated by interest groups 
with deliberately misleading state-
ments. 

The corps does need to clarify its au-
thority because there is a lot of confu-
sion as a result of two Supreme Court 
rulings, and the proposed rule clarifies 
that. 

Most seasonal and rain-dependent 
streams are protected. Wetlands near 
rivers and streams are protected. Other 
types of waters will be evaluated 
through a case-specific analysis. That 
makes sense. 

The corps has encouraged rec-
ommendations from the public for how 
best to determine whether a water 
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body has significant connection to 
downstream waters, but we have to 
bear in mind that 59 percent of all 
stream miles in the lower 48 States fall 
into the category of intermittent or 
ephemeral. 

They only exist for part of the year, 
yet they receive 40 percent of all indi-
vidual wastewater discharges. More 
than 117 million Americans get some of 
their drinking water from those 
streams that don’t flow year round. 

So including this rider to block the 
corps’ rule will only ensure that the 
confusion continues and that these 
sources of drinking water remain at in-
creased risk of pollution. 

With rising temperatures, more se-
vere droughts, and climate change, pro-
tection of our waters and wetlands are 
more important than ever. We need 
clarity, not more confusion, and this 
amendment generates more confusion, 
and so it should be opposed. 

Madam Chairwoman, I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. LAMALFA. Madam Chairman, 
how much time is remaining? 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from 
California has 21⁄2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. LAMALFA. I appreciate the com-
ments and thoughts from my colleague 
from Virginia there. 

That said, on this amendment, not 
the catchall on the whole bill here, we 
are sticking to the exemptions that 
have been provided for in the law by 
Congress for farming activities, and we 
do have the need for this amendment 
because the enforcement by the Army 
Corps is happening out in the field in 
my own district, even on these issues. 

We have a screen shot right here 
from the Army Corps’ Web site that 
lists some of the things I mentioned 
earlier, as I said, that these activities 
must be part of an ongoing operation 
or that there cannot be a crop change 
without requirements put forth by the 
Army Corps, giving you permission or 
denying that permission. 

So it is, indeed, necessary because 
there is overzealous regulation and en-
forcement of something that doesn’t 
exist in the law as passed duly by the 
Congress representing the people of the 
United States. 

b 1645 
As I mentioned a bit earlier, once 

again, this House did unanimously pass 
similar language on this issue last 
year, so I would ask to have that sup-
port of the U.S. House once again to 
simply allow farmers to do what they 
would be doing ongoing and planning 
to do and have done for many genera-
tions all over this country except for a 
reinterpretation by, in a lot of cases, 
out-of-control bureaucrats that have a 
different agenda. 

Madam Chair, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The CHAIR. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from California (Mr. LAMALFA). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chair announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. MORAN. Madam Chair, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to clause 6 of 
rule XVIII, further proceedings on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from California will be postponed. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GARAMENDI 
Mr. GARAMENDI. Madam Chair, I 

have an amendment at the desk. 
The CHAIR. The Clerk will report the 

amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), insert the following: 
SEC. ll. (a) Of the funds made available 

by title III under the heading ‘‘Atomic En-
ergy Defense Activities—National Nuclear 
Security Administration—Defense Nuclear 
Nonproliferation’’, not later than 180 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of Energy shall submit to the 
congressional defense committees (as defined 
in section 101(a)(16) of title 10, United States 
Code) a report that includes an analysis of 
alternatives with respect to using the exist-
ing infrastructure at the Savannah River 
Site of the Department of Energy, including 
existing mixed oxide facilities, to conduct an 
alternative method for meeting the nuclear 
disposition requirements of the United 
States. Such report shall include— 

(1) a full description of alternatives consid-
ered, including not less than two proposals 
described in subsection (b); 

(2) a comparison of the costs and benefits 
of each such alternative, including an anal-
ysis of trade-offs among cost, schedule, and 
performance objectives; 

(3) the identification of the cost and risk of 
critical technology elements associated with 
each such alternative, including technology 
maturity, integration risk, manufacturing 
feasibility, and demonstration needs; 

(4) identification of the cost and risk of ad-
ditional capital asset and infrastructure ca-
pabilities required to support production and 
certification of each alternative; and 

(5) a life-cycle cost estimate for the alter-
native selected that details the overall cost, 
scope, and schedule planning assumptions. 

(b) In order to obtain alternatives to ana-
lyze in the report under subsection (a), the 
Secretary of Energy shall issue a formal re-
quest for proposals for contractors to submit 
a formal proposal for effective plutonium 
disposition methods that are alternative to 
the mixed oxide process, giving consider-
ation to existing capabilities and infrastruc-
ture at the Savannah River Site. 

Mr. GARAMENDI (during the read-
ing). Madam Chair, I ask unanimous 
consent to dispense with the reading. 

The CHAIR. Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Madam Chair, I re-

serve a point of order on the gentle-
man’s amendment. 

The CHAIR. A point of order is re-
served. 

Pursuant to House Resolution 641, 
the gentleman from California and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Madam Chair, 
during the fifties and sixties, we were 
engaged in what was known as the cold 
war. We could not build nuclear weap-
ons fast enough, and we surely built a 
lot of them. Beginning in the eighties 

and on into the nineties, we got a little 
more sane. We and Russia and others 
became somewhat more sane about 
what to do with our nuclear weapons, 
and we began to dismantle many of the 
nuclear weapons we had, as did Russia. 

In the nineties, an agreement was 
reached between the United States and 
Russia on the disposition—that is, the 
ultimate disposition and disposal—of 
the unused, unnecessary plutonium 
that both the United States and Russia 
held in their various stockpiles. That 
was a good thing. You don’t want this 
stuff lying around. You don’t want peo-
ple to get their hands on it, particu-
larly terrorist organizations. So there 
was a common understanding between 
Russia and the United States on the 
disposal of this unused, unnecessary, 
and extraordinarily dangerous mate-
rial. The United States undertook to 
do this in a facility in South Carolina 
known as the MOX facility, and we 
have been at it since the late nineties, 
putting together a facility. 

It hasn’t gone well. In fact, it has 
gone very, very badly; and in the re-
cent last 2 or 3 years, the administra-
tion has decided that this is not going 
to work and that the facility as de-
signed should be put in cold storage 
and there should be a new way of deal-
ing with this issue. 

This amendment would instruct the 
Department of Energy to undertake a 
very quick and, in my view, a very ap-
propriate process of going out to those 
entities and businesses and others 
around this Nation that can find a way 
of disposing of this very dangerous plu-
tonium, and do it quickly. It calls for a 
6-month process in which the Depart-
ment of Energy would ask for requests 
for proposals from qualified companies 
to dispose of this, including the com-
pany that presently does it, AREVA, a 
French company that is currently op-
erating the facility, have them come 
forward with a redo of their proposal, 
can they do it, and other companies. I 
know of perhaps two that can come for-
ward. Get this thing underway so we 
can once again carry out our commit-
ment in a treaty with Russia to dispose 
of our plutonium material. 

This does not negate the South Caro-
lina facility. In fact, it would hold the 
South Carolina facility in place and 
probably lead to the continuation of 
that facility, perhaps in a new modal-
ity, to dispose of the plutonium. That 
is what it does. It short-circuits—that 
is, shortens—the time in which the De-
partment of Energy is already moving 
to do this. 

Under their present proposal, I would 
suggest it would probably be a decade 
before they decide what to do. But they 
need a kick in the pants, which this 
amendment does; get out there, go to 
the companies that know how to do 
this, and get it done. It is in the inter-
est of the United States and in the in-
terest of Russia to dispose of this un-
necessary, unused plutonium. If we 
don’t move forward this way, we are 
looking at a decade, in my estimation, 
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a decade before the Department of En-
ergy is willing to make a decision. 

So that is what the amendment does. 
I suspect I am going to get a point of 
order here, but I would like all of us to 
consider the alternative of not doing 
this. If we don’t take a program such 
as I am proposing here, we are going to 
wind up with this thing just lingering 
out there, a huge fight with South 
Carolina saying we want to go forward 
with AREVA; AREVA is not working; 
on and on and on. 

So I ask for an ‘‘aye’’ vote on the 
amendment and a foregoing of this 
point of order so we might, as the 
House of Representatives, take up this 
amendment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. SIMPSON. Madam Chair, I insist 
on my point of order. 

Madam Chairwoman, I make a point 
of order against the amendment be-
cause it proposes to change existing 
law and constitutes legislation on an 
appropriation bill and, therefore, vio-
lates clause 2 of rule XXI. 

The rules states in pertinent part: 
‘‘An amendment to a general appro-

priation bill shall not be in order if 
changing existing law.’’ 

The amendment imposes additional 
duties. 

I ask for a ruling from the Chair. 
The CHAIR. Does any other Member 

wish to be heard on the point of order? 
Mr. GARAMENDI. Yes, I do. 
The CHAIR. The gentleman from 

California is recognized on the point of 
order. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Madam Chair, I 
guess I don’t understand the suggested 
ruling. We are spending a pile of money 
here. We are going to spend, I don’t 
know, some $12 billion on the path we 
are on. The bill itself proposes to spend 
money to keep this project going. The 
administration says we can’t go, it is 
not working, don’t do it. 

All my amendment does is to tell the 
Department of Energy, get on with 
what you need to do anyway; that is, 
figure out how to do this. It doesn’t 
spend any more money. In fact, it 
would spend a whole lot less money 
than in the present drafting of this leg-
islation, and it doesn’t change law at 
all. 

All it does is it directs the Depart-
ment of Energy to do something, and it 
specifies how it should be done. That 
doesn’t change law. Well, this whole 
thing is a law, so the bill itself changes 
law. So this simply directs how they 
should carry out their action for which 
they already have money. 

Fine, avoid the issue. Let this thing 
linger, let it fester and rot, and do 
nothing. And wait 10 years with this 
plutonium there while the Department 
of Energy does what it does best which 
is to contemplate the future rather 
than getting things done. 

Now we will take up the point of 
order, and this amendment would fail 
on a point of order. I would suggest to 
anybody who cares to listen, this issue 

has to be dealt with. This amendment 
does not select a winner or loser and it 
doesn’t change the fundamental under-
lying law that we have put in place. 

The CHAIR. Does any other Member 
wish to be heard on the point of order? 

The Chair finds that this amendment 
imposes new duties on the Secretary of 
Energy. 

The amendment, therefore, con-
stitutes legislation in violation of 
clause 2 of rule XXI. 

The point of order is sustained, and 
the amendment is not in order. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. LAMALFA 
Mr. LAMALFA. Madam Chair, I have 

an amendment at the desk. 
The CHAIR. The Clerk will report the 

amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
At the end of the bill, before the short 

title, insert the following. 
SEC. lll. SACRAMENTO RIVER SETTLEMENT 

CONTRACTS. 
None of the funds made available in this 

Act may be used by the Bureau of Reclama-
tion to terminate, or implement, administer, 
or enforce the termination of, the existing 
Sacramento River Settlement Contracts be-
fore the resolution of Natural Resources De-
fense Council, et al. v. Jewell, et al, (9th Cir. 
Case No. 0917661 and USDC E.D. Cal. Case No. 
05–cv–01207–LJO–GSA) through decision, dis-
missal, withdrawal or settlement. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Madam Chair, I re-
serve a point of order against this 
amendment. 

The CHAIR. A point of order is re-
served. 

Pursuant to House Resolution 641, 
the gentleman from California and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. LAMALFA. Madam Chair, this 
language in this amendment will hold 
the Sacramento River settlement con-
tracts in place until issues associated 
with the litigation or renewal of the 
contracts are settled. Maintaining 
these contracts is critically important 
to the effective operation of the Cen-
tral Valley Project and efficient deliv-
ery of water north and south of the 
delta. 

The settlement contracts are 
foundational to the CVP and provide 
vital stability that benefits the Bureau 
of Reclamation, agricultural and mu-
nicipal and industrial water users, the 
environment, the California State 
water project and its beneficiaries. 

The language does not prejudice the 
disposition of the ongoing litigation; it 
simply ensures stability until such 
issues are resolved. 

The settlement contracts, originally 
entered into by the Bureau in 1964 and 
renewed in 2005, allowed the United 
States to properly distribute the Sac-
ramento River water rights and pro-
vide operational stability for the CVP. 
Without these contracts in place and 
full compliance with their terms, the 
underlying right to divert water from 
the Sacramento River will be called 
into question, potentially creating in-
stability statewide. The settlement 

contractors would continue to divert 
water under their historic rights, but 
will begin to do so earlier in the year 
and during critical months. In addi-
tion, they would not be required to 
compensate the United States for any 
of the water they divert. This would 
cost the Treasury approximately $12 
million in lost revenue. 

Moreover, the settlement contractors 
would no longer be obligated to sched-
ule their water diversions with the U.S. 
This would result, at a minimum, in an 
inability to operate the CVP in an effi-
cient manner, causing uncertainty and 
instability throughout the Central Val-
ley Project and the State water 
project, which serve a combined 23 mil-
lion people. 

Finally, the contract supplies avail-
able for diversion under the existing 
SRS contracts were assumed in all base 
and future studies used in the U.S. Fish 
& Wildlife Service 2008 biological opin-
ion pertaining to the delta smelt. 

The Ninth Circuit recently confirmed 
the validity of that biological opinion, 
as urged by the U.S. and NRDC. Ac-
cordingly, continuing these contracts 
under their existing terms pending the 
final outcome of the NRDC v. Jewell 
litigation would have no adverse effect 
on delta smelt. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
The CHAIR. Does the gentlewoman 

from Ohio continue to reserve her 
point of order? 

Ms. KAPTUR. I continue to reserve 
my point of order. 

Mr. HUFFMAN. Madam Chair, I 
claim the time in opposition. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from 
California is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HUFFMAN. Madam Chair, I have 
great respect for my friend from the 
Sacramento Valley and the water users 
he represents, but I must rise in oppo-
sition to this amendment. However 
well-intentioned, it has two fatal flaws. 
The first is that it is completely unnec-
essary. Second, it directly interferes 
with the Federal court’s ability to ad-
minister the law. 

So let’s start with the first one, the 
unnecessary part. It is true that the 
Court of Appeals ruled in favor of the 
plaintiffs in this pending litigation be-
cause these long-term Sacramento 
River contracts were signed on the 
basis of an invalidated biological opin-
ion. But what my colleagues should 
know is that no party in this ongoing 
litigation is seeking to terminate 
water deliveries, nor is anybody asking 
for the immediate alteration or inter-
ruption of deliveries. The litigation has 
been going on for years, and my under-
standing is that there is no court ac-
tion scheduled that could have any ef-
fect on water deliveries in the coming 
years. 

If the contracts are ultimately 
changed to protect California salmon 
fisheries, that would be many years 
down the line, and the Sacramento 
River contractors will have the oppor-
tunity to negotiate changes directly 
with the Interior Department in a pub-
lic process. That is how it works. 
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So this amendment puts us in a 

strange position of trying to bar the 
Bureau of Reclamation from termi-
nating water deliveries that nobody 
has asked them to terminate in antici-
pation of a court order that nobody is 
seeking. It is completely unnecessary. 

b 1700 

Second, this amendment interferes in 
a court case in a way that should worry 
all of us in this body. The amendment 
claims to be about preserving the sta-
tus quo on the Sacramento River. That 
is all fine, but if that is the concern 
that contracts might be terminated— 
even though nobody is asking them to 
be terminated and they don’t expire for 
another 30 years—why come to Con-
gress? 

The Sacramento River contractors 
are represented by astute and capable 
lawyers who could easily go to the 
court and seek interim relief to do this, 
and yet they have not sought that re-
lief. Instead, they have come here to 
the House floor asking to be treated 
differently than every other Central 
Valley Project contractor. Seeking a 
rider to circumvent a court case that is 
still in its very preliminary stages is 
no way to make public policy. In fact, 
I am not aware of Congress ever taking 
an extraordinary step like this. 

There have been many Endangered 
Species Act challenges to water con-
tracts over the years in California. 
Never has a court simply vacated any 
contracts. In fact, even after finding 
the contracts invalid under the Endan-
gered Species Act, courts have always 
given the agencies and the contractors 
time to do their work and renegotiate 
the terms without terminating any-
thing in the interim. That is exactly 
what will happen in this case if we sim-
ply let the litigation play out, as we 
should. 

Madam Chair, I yield the balance of 
my time to the gentleman from Contra 
Costa County (Mr. GEORGE MILLER), 
who has been such a leader on Cali-
fornia water for his 40 years in the 
House of Representatives. 

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
Madam Chair, I thank the gentleman 
for yielding and thank him for reserv-
ing this time in opposition. 

I think the gentleman from Cali-
fornia has made the point very clearly, 
this amendment is seeking to play by a 
set of rules that is different than any 
other contractor in the State, and also 
makes a point very clearly that there 
is no intent here by any of the parties 
to curtail these contracts in any imme-
diate time or suggest that they be 
abandoned or they be found invalid, 
not at all. It is just a question of 
whether or not the basis on which they 
were determined to go forward, that bi-
ological opinion, has turned out not to 
be valid. So they are simply asking for 
a re-review of these contracts. 

What this amendment would say is 
that this group of contractors gets to 
play by a different set of rules than ev-
erybody else in the State. As we all 

know, those of us who are from Cali-
fornia and many of our colleagues in 
Congress have learned over the years 
this is a very, very integrated system. 
It is a very complex system, and it has 
multiple claims on the water in the 
State, from farming, from technology, 
from communities, from manufac-
turing, from the chemistry, and from 
the environment, from recreational 
fishers, from commercial fishers, from 
an industry that is hundreds and hun-
dreds of millions of dollars and thou-
sands of employees. 

The question is are these contracts 
valid in light of the biological opin-
ions. To say that they have been as-
sumed in the biological opinions 
doesn’t say that they have been re-
viewed. So this is just a question on 
this amendment to this legislation as 
to whether these people can take them-
selves outside of the judicial review, 
take themselves outside of the environ-
mental considerations, take them-
selves outside of the economic consid-
erations that no other water district, 
no other contractor gets to do. 

Certainly at a time when people are 
under such stress about the avail-
ability of water, it starts to look like a 
very special privilege to be able to be 
plucked out when everybody else is un-
dergoing this kind of scrutiny, trying 
to figure out how we can make the 
most flexible system, a system that 
can respond to this very diverse Cali-
fornia economy and to the needs of do-
mestic households in a very serious 
drought and a drought that may con-
tinue in the years to come. Again, no-
body has suggested that we abrogate 
these contracts simply to proceed 
under regular order. 

The CHAIR. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired. 

Ms. KAPTUR. I continue to reserve a 
point of order. 

Mr. LAMALFA. Madam Chairman, I 
yield, upon the heels of the statements 
by my bay area colleagues, 2 minutes 
of time to my colleague from the val-
ley, Mr. GARAMENDI, who represents 
much of this area. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Madam Chair, I 
want to thank my colleagues on both 
sides of this question. 

I think it would be wise to really 
take a look at the language of the 
amendment. It basically says that none 
of the funds made available by this act 
may be used by the Bureau to termi-
nate, to implement, administer, or en-
force the termination. This is about 
the Bureau terminating. It simply says 
the Bureau cannot terminate the con-
tract until this court case is settled. 

Is it necessary? It really depends 
what the Bureau intends to do. I would 
suspect that the Bureau probably 
would not move to terminate, but they 
could, in which case chaos ensues. 

There will be a settlement in this 
court case at some time in the future. 
We don’t know when. It is a very com-
plex case. It deals with biological opin-
ions. It deals with the ESA. It deals 
with very complex biological cir-

cumstances of the fish in the delta. 
This amendment simply says the Bu-
reau cannot terminate until the court 
case has been settled. That is it. 

Is it necessary? Well, it could be nec-
essary. Therefore, this simply puts in 
place a requirement that would avoid 
chaos in the Central Valley Project. 
That is it. 

My colleagues with whom I normally 
stand side by side in protecting the riv-
ers, I find myself on the opposite side 
because this amendment needs to be 
understood in its simplicity and in its 
potential importance. Therefore, I sup-
port the amendment. 

Mr. LAMALFA. Madam Chair, what 
time do I have remaining? 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from 
California has 45 seconds remaining. 

Mr. LAMALFA. Thank you, Madam 
Chair. 

I appreciate my colleague addition-
ally adding to that. 

I think in response to the amend-
ment not being needed or setting a bad 
precedent, the stability that is so des-
perately needed for water delivery to 
the whole project is why we are doing 
this. It will have effect for 1 year or 
until the case is settled. These are on-
going contracts. We are not changing 
anything. It is not moving in any new 
direction here. But the instability that 
can be caused by an impending ruling 
or maybe a change of mind by the Bu-
reau of Reclamation would cause much 
chaos, as my friend had suggested. This 
isn’t an unreasonable amendment to 
add to maintain the stability we need 
for an additional year. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
POINT OF ORDER 

Ms. KAPTUR. Madam Chair, I make 
a point of order against the amend-
ment because it proposes to change ex-
isting law and constitutes legislation 
in an appropriation bill and, therefore, 
violates clause 2 of rule XXI. 

The rule states, in pertinent part, 
‘‘An amendment to a general appro-
priation bill shall not be in order if 
changing existing law.’’ 

The amendment imposes additional 
duties by requiring the Bureau to de-
termine whether a decision constitutes 
a resolution. 

I ask for a ruling from the Chair. 
The CHAIR. Does any other Member 

wish to be heard on the point of order? 
Mr. LAMALFA. Madam Chair, I do. 
The CHAIR. The gentleman from 

California is recognized. 
Mr. LAMALFA. Madam Chair, I 

would like a ruling in opposition to 
that, because I think what we are talk-
ing about here does not change law. It 
changes nothing other than maintain-
ing the direction we have. It is not re-
quiring any action by the Bureau or 
Department of the Interior or any 
other government agency, nor 
prejudicing anything by the court, sim-
ply keeping what we have in place with 
the contracts and the stability that is 
needed. 

So I think the point of order is in-
valid with what the intention of this 
amendment is. 
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The CHAIR. Does any other Member 

wish to be heard on the point of order? 
If not, the Chair will rule. 
The Chair finds that this amendment 

includes language requiring a new de-
termination as to what constitutes the 
resolution of a particular court case 
through a decision. 

The amendment, therefore, con-
stitutes legislation in violation of 
clause 2 of rule XXI. 

The point of order is sustained, and 
the amendment is not in order. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HUFFMAN 
Mr. HUFFMAN. Madam Chair, I have 

an amendment at the desk. 
The CHAIR. The Clerk will report the 

amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), insert the following: 
SEC. ll. For an additional amount for 

programs, projects, and activities of the Bu-
reau of Reclamation authorized under the 
Reclamation Wastewater and Groundwater 
Study and Facilities Act (title XVI of Public 
Law 102–575; 43 U.S.C. 390h et seq.), there is 
hereby appropriated, and the amount other-
wise provided by this Act for ‘‘Department of 
Energy—Energy Programs—Nuclear Energy’’ 
is hereby reduced by, $52,000,000. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 641, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia and a Member opposed each will 
control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. HUFFMAN. Madam Chair, Cali-
fornia and the rest of the West are fac-
ing a historic drought right now. Near-
ly 80 percent of California was under 
extreme drought conditions in June, 
and 36 percent of our State is in ‘‘ex-
ceptional’’ drought in that category, 
the highest category, in fact, on the 
U.S. Drought Monitor. 

Emergency water conservation plans 
are being adopted across the State, in-
cluding many mandatory measures. 
Cities and counties are dealing with 
uncertain water supplies, farmers and 
ranchers are facing incredibly difficult 
decisions, and tribes and those who de-
pend on healthy fisheries for their live-
lihood are facing shortages like they 
have never seen. 

Congress can’t make it rain. What we 
can do is invest in drought-resistant 
water supplies through smart, sustain-
able investments in conservation and 
water reuse, and that is what this 
amendment is all about. 

My amendment directs $52 million to 
the Bureau of Reclamation for title 
XVI water conservation and reuse 
projects. Through this program, Rec-
lamation works across the West to sup-
port municipalities, farmers, fish and 
wildlife, and recreation through water- 
saving conservation, reuse, and recy-
cling infrastructure projects. 

Although the Energy and Water bill 
before us today does fund the program, 
this drought is showing us that we 
have to do a lot more. 

California’s State water board is 
stepping up. They made an $800 million 
investment in water reuse projects ear-
lier this year, but we on the Federal 

side should be able to add more to that. 
We should add $52 million to combat 
this urgent problem in California and 
other Western States. 

This amendment is offset through a 
reduction in the Department of Ener-
gy’s nuclear energy account. We have 
tough choices to make. I think we all 
understand that. Responding, however, 
to this drought should be a national 
priority. 

I urge my colleagues to support my 
amendment, and I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Madam Chair, I claim 
the time in opposition to the amend-
ment. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from 
Idaho is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Madam Chairwoman, 
I strongly oppose this ill-conceived 
amendment. 

This amendment would cut $52 mil-
lion out of the Nuclear Energy Pro-
gram. This is on top of an amendment 
that was adopted yesterday that al-
ready cuts $73 million out of the nu-
clear energy program. 

What I have heard for 2 days now is 
that climate change is a big issue. In 
fact, the drought in California and the 
West has been blamed on climate 
change. It may be true. I don’t know. 
But if you believe that, then why are 
you attacking the one thing that can 
produce energy for this country in a 
carbon-free way? That makes no sense. 

So I strongly oppose this amend-
ment. As I said, I understand my col-
league’s support for the title XVI pro-
gram. Due to the request from the gen-
tleman and many others within this 
Congress, funding for the title XVI pro-
gram basically is at current rate while 
many other programs have been cut. 

We did this by balancing many prior-
ities that the amendment would com-
pletely ignore. The amendment would 
cut, as I said, $52 million from nuclear 
energy. This is a 6 percent cut on top of 
the amendment yesterday. Accepting 
this amendment would be a 14 percent 
cut in nuclear energy. 

Again, if you really believe in cli-
mate change and that we have to ad-
dress it, one of the major things that is 
going to address it is going to be nu-
clear energy. Well, I like wind and 
solar and all of those kind of things. 
They don’t produce the energy for the 
base load that is necessary in this 
country, particularly in California. 

As I said, this is an ill-conceived 
amendment. Funding for nuclear re-
search and development is a critical 
part of this recommendation support 
for a balanced energy portfolio, Amer-
ican manufacturing, and reduced reli-
ance on foreign energy sources. Nu-
clear power currently generates 20 per-
cent of the Nation’s electricity, and it 
will continue to play a role in the fu-
ture, I hope. Nuclear energy will be 
part of the energy mix in the future. 
America invented nuclear power, but 
now other nations are mimicking our 
companies’ designs and building them 
entirely within their own borders. 

This amendment is bad policy, and I 
strongly oppose its adoption. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

b 1715 

Mr. HUFFMAN. Madam Chair, we ei-
ther believe that this critical drought 
in California and other Western States, 
the most extreme drought that many 
of us have seen in our lifetime, we ei-
ther believe it is a national crisis and 
a national priority, or we don’t. 

A few months ago, House Repub-
licans put forward a bill that rep-
resented itself as a response to this 
drought, and yet it offered no imme-
diate relief to the folks who are suf-
fering in California. 

Instead, what it did is hack away at 
environmental laws and try to do some 
violence to 100 years of deference to 
State policy on water rights and other-
wise pick winners and losers in ways 
that was not responsive to this 
drought. 

What this amendment offers, though, 
is something that can make an imme-
diate difference. The water that we 
save through conservation, the water 
that we can save in the years ahead 
through water recycling, is some of the 
firmest, most reliable, most cost-effec-
tive water that you can provide. It is 
one of the smartest investments you 
can make in a State like California. 

We need it to respond to this 
drought, and we need it to make our 
water supplies more reliable and resil-
ient for future droughts, which we 
know are coming with more severity 
and more frequency. 

I will close by urging my colleagues 
to vote ‘‘yes’’ for this important 
amendment which does respond to the 
critical drought that is facing Cali-
fornia and other Western States. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The CHAIR. The question is on the 

amendment offered by the gentleman 
from California (Mr. HUFFMAN). 

The amendment was rejected. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. LUETKEMEYER 

Mr. LUETKEMEYER. Madam Chair, 
I have an amendment at the desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will report the 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), insert the following: 
SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 

by this Act may be used for the study of the 
Missouri River Projects authorized in sec-
tion 108 of the Energy and Water Develop-
ment and Related Agencies Appropriations 
Act, 2009 (division C of Public Law 111–8). 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 641, the gentleman from Mis-
souri and a Member opposed each will 
control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Missouri. 

Mr. LUETKEMEYER. Madam Chair, 
just turn on the news and you will see 
reports that highlight the need for a 
strong and resilient flood protection 
system as people along the Missouri 
and Mississippi Rivers are bracing for 
potential floodings. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 05:27 Jul 11, 2014 Jkt 039060 PO 00000 Frm 00037 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K10JY7.092 H10JYPT1sm
ar

tin
ez

 o
n 

D
S

K
4T

P
T

V
N

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 H
O

U
S

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH6076 July 10, 2014 
These basins have faced major chal-

lenges over the past few years due to 
both extreme flooding and droughts. 
This devastation, combined with a 
sluggish economy and our aging inland 
waterways infrastructure, means that 
now, more than ever, we must be fo-
cused and responsible with taxpayer- 
funded river projects. 

My amendment would prohibit fund-
ing for the Missouri River Authorized 
Purposes Study, also known as 
MRAPS. This $25 million-earmarked 
study comes on the heels of a com-
prehensive $35 million, 17-year study 
that showed that the current author-
ized purposes are important and should 
be maintained. 

This Congress and this administra-
tion need to focus on protecting human 
life and property by maintaining the 
safety and soundness of our levees. We 
also must support the important com-
mercial advantages provided to us by 
our inland waterways system. 

The Missouri River moves goods to 
market and is an important tool in 
both domestic and international trade. 
That is why the American Waterways 
Operators, the Coalition to Protect the 
Missouri River, the Missouri Farm Bu-
reau, and the Missouri Corn Growers 
support this amendment. 

This study puts in jeopardy not only 
the lower Missouri River, but also the 
flow of the Mississippi River, which 
could create devastating consequences 
for navigation and transportation, re-
sulting in barriers for waterways oper-
ators, agriculture, and every product 
that depends on the Missouri and Mis-
sissippi Rivers to get to market. 

The current authorized uses of the 
Missouri River provide necessary re-
sources and translate to continued eco-
nomic stability not only for Missou-
rians, but also for many Americans liv-
ing throughout the Missouri and lower 
Mississippi River basins. 

This study is duplicative and waste-
ful of taxpayer dollars. On this exact 
issue we have already spent 17 years 
and $35 million on hundreds of public 
meetings and extensive litigation. I of-
fered identical language during our 
first debate on the fiscal year 2011 con-
tinuing resolution. That amendment 
passed by a vote of 245–176. The exact 
amendment was also offered and passed 
by a voice vote in 2012 by a vote of 242– 
168 in 2013, and again by voice vote in 
last year’s debate. 

I appreciate my colleagues who of-
fered their support and hope to have 
that support again. 

Madam Chair, there is no doubt in 
my mind that water resources receive 
too little funding. It is time for the 
Federal Government to refocus and 
reprioritize to create safer, more effi-
cient infrastructure for our inland wa-
terways and stop spending hard-earned 
taxpayer dollars unnecessarily. 

I ask my colleagues for support of 
this amendment and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

The CHAIR. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Missouri (Mr. LUETKEMEYER). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GARAMENDI 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Madam Chair, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will report the 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Page 59, after line 20, insert the following: 
SEC. 508. None of the funds made available 

by this Act may be used to approve a lique-
fied natural gas export application from a fa-
cility that would be supplied with or export 
liquefied natural gas on foreign-flag vessels 
when an application that would be supplied 
with or export liquefied natural gas on 
American-flag vessels is pending. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Madam Chairwoman, 
I reserve a point of order against the 
gentleman’s amendment. 

The CHAIR. A point of order is re-
served. 

Pursuant to House Resolution 641, 
the gentleman from California and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Madam Chair, I 
would hope my colleague from Idaho, 
after finishing the excellent expla-
nation I have of this, would withdraw 
his point of order. 

This is about an extraordinary oppor-
tunity that the United States has. We 
have been blessed with a very signifi-
cant supply of natural gas. We have the 
technology to obtain that gas, and we 
also are now looking at the possibility 
or the reality of exporting that natural 
gas in the liquefied natural gas form. A 
facility is already licensed and is in the 
process of nearing construction on the 
Texas coast. 

This amendment would actually rep-
licate what was passed by the House of 
Representatives in 2006 and became law 
with President George W. Bush’s signa-
ture, which basically said that if we 
are going to import natural gas, it 
must be imported on an American- 
flagged ship. 

We will soon be exporting liquefied 
natural gas, and this is the only step 
available to me in this forum to rep-
licate what we did in 2006. Now we 
would at least take a step towards 
making sure that natural gas is ex-
ported on American-flagged ships. 

This is a big deal for the maritime in-
dustry of America. This is a big, big 
deal. Because if we fail to take steps 
along the way to secure the maritime 
industry, we will see it disappear. 

We have the Jones Act, and that is 
good, but the Jones Act has only held 
the very minimum. It is 82 ships now. 
Forty years ago, we had 1,000 ships op-
erating under the American flag, with 
American sailors and mariners. 

If we allow this amendment to go 
into place, it would simply require that 
the Department of Energy put in front 
of other applications those applica-
tions that have utilized American- 
flagged ships in the export of their liq-
uefied natural gas. 

It sounds to me to be the right thing 
to do if you care about America. If you 

don’t give a hoot about American sail-
ors and American ships and the Amer-
ican maritime industry, then brush 
this aside with the point of order. 

Idaho isn’t on the coast, but Idaho 
cares deeply, deeply about the export 
of American grain on American ships 
for programs such as Food for Peace 
and the Jones Act. 

This amendment would begin to se-
cure the American maritime industry 
by simply saying to the Department of 
Energy: If you are going to approve an 
LNG export facility, then put first in 
line that export facility that is going 
to utilize American sailors, American 
crews, and American ships. If you care 
about this Nation’s maritime industry, 
then you ought to be supporting this 
amendment and my next one, which 
goes in the same direction. 

So I would ask my colleague from 
Idaho, who controls this debate at this 
moment, to put aside his point of order 
and allow the House of Representatives 
to have a vote on whether they care— 
all 435 of us—about the American mari-
time industry and this one little step 
in providing an opportunity for Amer-
ican-made ships, American sailors, 
American crews, and the American 
maritime industry to survive in a very 
hostile environment, where other coun-
tries, like China, and others, subsidize 
their maritime industry and have lit-
erally decimated the American mari-
time industry. 

Let’s support Americans. Let’s sup-
port our industry. Let’s have this 
amendment come to a vote on the floor 
and let us all see whether we stand 
with the American Shipbuilding Coun-
cil and the Navy League and others 
who do support this. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Madam Chair, I re-

serve my point of order and claim the 
time in opposition to the amendment. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from 
Idaho is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Madam Chair, I don’t 
usually do that, but since he chal-
lenged me directly, let me see if I have 
got this straight. We have a law that 
says if you are going to import natural 
gas, it has to be on an American- 
flagged ship. And now we want to put 
in a law that says if you export natural 
gas, it has to be on an American ship. 

So, as I understand it, if every other 
country adopted a law similar to this, 
according to their country, we could 
neither import nor export natural gas 
around this world. So while this might 
be a good law, seemingly, I don’t see 
how it would actually be beneficial. 

The gentleman always has thought-
ful amendments which always seem to 
be out of order. 

POINT OF ORDER 
Mr. SIMPSON. Madam Chairwoman, 

I make a point of order against the 
amendment because it proposes to 
change existing law and constitutes 
legislation in an appropriation bill and, 
therefore, violates clause 2 of rule XX1. 

The rule states in pertinent part: 
‘‘An amendment to a general appro-

priation bill shall not be in order if 
changing existing law.’’ 
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The amendment requires a new deter-

mination. 
I ask for a ruling from the Chair. 
The CHAIR. Does any other Member 

wish to be heard on the point of order? 
Mr. GARAMENDI. Of course I do. 
The CHAIR. The gentleman from 

California is recognized. 
Mr. GARAMENDI. My colleague from 

Idaho correctly asked me a question: 
How does this work? Would this in fact 
stop the export of LNG? 

No, it absolutely would not. Other 
countries who want the LNG may or 
may not operate ships. The fact of the 
matter is it is going to take hundreds 
of ships to export this natural gas. 

The reality is that this amend-
ment—— 

The CHAIR. The gentleman will con-
fine his remarks to the point of order. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. I will take your 
admonition and continue on. 

How much time do I have to talk on 
the point of order? 

The CHAIR. This debate is not timed. 
The gentleman must confine his re-

marks to the merit of the point of 
order. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Did the Chair-
woman say that the time is unlimited 
as long as I speak to the subject? 

The CHAIR. It is within the discre-
tion of the Chair to entertain argu-
ment on a point of order. 

The gentleman may be heard on the 
point of order only. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. We will come back 
at this in the proper way. 

The CHAIR. The Chair is prepared to 
rule. 

The Chair finds that this amendment 
includes language requiring a new de-
termination of the flag status of ves-
sels on pending export applications. 

The amendment, therefore, con-
stitutes legislation in violation of 
clause 2 of rule XXI. 

The point of order is sustained, and 
the amendment is not in order. 

b 1730 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. LUETKEMEYER 
Mr. LUETKEMEYER. Madam Chair, 

I have an amendment at the desk. It is 
amendment No. 62. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will report the 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), insert the following: 
SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 

by this Act may be used to continue the 
study conducted by the Army Corps of Engi-
neers pursuant to section 5018(a)(1) of the 
Water Resources Development Act of 2007 
(Public Law 110–114). 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 641, the gentleman from Mis-
souri and a Member opposed each will 
control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Missouri. 

Mr. LUETKEMEYER. Madam Chair, 
just last week, folks along the Missouri 
River were bracing for the river to pos-
sibly reach flood stage. 

Should the basin have received a few 
more inches of runoff, homes, farms, 

and businesses would have been inun-
dated with devastating flood waters. 
While it appears the danger has sub-
sided for now, these citizens are not in 
the clear and will have to remain pre-
pared for the rest of the flood season. 
These recent events serve to highlight 
the importance of maintaining effec-
tive flood control infrastructure. 

Though it is one of our region’s 
greatest resources, the Missouri River 
would produce extreme, erosive regular 
flooding and be mostly unfit for navi-
gation, if not for the aggressive long- 
term management by the Army Corps 
of Engineers. 

Congress first authorized the Mis-
souri River bank stabilization and 
navigation project, BSNP, in 1912, with 
the intention of mitigating flood risk 
and maintaining a navigable channel 
from Sioux City, Iowa, to the mouth in 
St. Louis. 

Though the BSNP’s construction was 
completed in the 1980s, the corps’ abil-
ity to make adjustments as needed re-
mains crucial to this day. 

President Obama, in his fiscal year 
2015 budget, requested $56 million for 
the Missouri River Recovery Program, 
which primarily goes towards the fund-
ing of environmental restoration stud-
ies and projects. 

This funding dwarfs the insufficient 
$8.5 million that was requested for the 
entire operations and maintenance of 
the aforementioned BSNP. It is prepos-
terous to think that environmental 
projects are more important than the 
protection of human life. 

I do not take for granted the impor-
tance of river ecosystems. I grew up 
near the Missouri River, as did many of 
the people I represent, yet we have 
reached a point in our Nation at which 
we value the welfare of fish and birds 
more than the welfare of our fellow 
human beings. Our priorities are back-
wards, Madam Chair. 

My amendment will eliminate the 
Missouri River Ecosystem Restoration 
Plan, or MRERP, a study that has be-
come little more than a tool of the en-
vironmentalists for the promotion of 
returning the river to its most natural 
state, with little regard for flood con-
trol, navigation, trade, power genera-
tion, or the people who depend on the 
Missouri River for their livelihoods. 

The end of the study will in no way 
jeopardize the corps’ ability to meet 
the requirements of the Endangered 
Species Act. MRERP is one of no fewer 
than 70 environmental and ecological 
studies focused on the Missouri River. 

The people who have had to foot the 
bill for these studies, many of which 
take years to complete and are ulti-
mately inconclusive, are the very peo-
ple who have lost their farms, their 
businesses, and their homes. 

Our vote today will also show our 
constituents that this Congress is 
aware of the gross disparity between 
the funding for environmental projects 
and efforts and the funding for the pro-
tection of our citizens. 

This exact amendment has been 
passed by voice vote during debate in 

the last 3 fiscal year Appropriations 
bills, which were ultimately signed 
into law by President Obama. It is sup-
ported by the American Waterways Op-
erators, the Coalition to Protect the 
Missouri River, the Missouri Farm Bu-
reau, and the Missouri Corn Growers 
Association. 

It is time for Congress to take a seri-
ous look at the water development 
funding priorities, and it is time to 
send a message to the Federal entities 
that manage our waterways. I urge my 
colleagues to support this amendment 
and support our Nation’s river commu-
nities and encourage more balance in 
Federal funding for water infrastruc-
ture and management. 

Madam Chair, I ask my colleagues 
for their support of this amendment, 
and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

The CHAIR. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Missouri (Mr. LUETKEMEYER). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GARAMENDI 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Madam Chair, I 
have amendment No. 102 at the desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will report the 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Page 59, after line 20, insert the following: 
SEC. 508. None of the funds made available 

by this Act may be used to approve an appli-
cation for the supply or export of liquefied 
natural gas unless the Department of Energy 
has consulted with the United States Mari-
time Administration on the availability of 
United States-flag vessels to transport the 
liquefied natural gas. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Madam Chair, it is 
deja vu. I reserve a point of order on 
the gentleman’s amendment. 

The CHAIR. A point of order is re-
served. 

Pursuant to House Resolution 641, 
the gentleman from California and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Madam Chair, be-
fore we go to the point of order dance, 
which we seem to be pretty good at, I 
want to explain why this is an impor-
tant step. It is not as strong as the pre-
vious issue I raised, but it is, nonethe-
less, a very, very important step in the 
process of how we are going to export 
our liquefied natural gas. 

As I said earlier, the United States is 
blessed with a very significant amount 
of natural gas. Many people raise the 
question about whether we should ex-
port it at all. That question is inter-
esting, but moot because we are going 
to export it. 

We have already had one facility that 
has been approved and will be soon ex-
porting gas. The question that this 
amendment addresses is: Will that gas 
be exported on American ships, with 
American flags, with American sailors? 

As I said with regard to the previous 
amendment that I brought up, this 
issue has already been resolved with re-
gard to the importation of natural gas. 
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We are now talking about the expor-
tation of natural gas, and therefore, we 
would simply do the same thing we do 
with import—do it on American ships, 
with American sailors, with the Amer-
ican flag. 

There is a reason for that. I explained 
that earlier. It has to do with our mari-
time industry. It has to do with the 
safety of those ships. Let me just tell 
you that these ships carry an extraor-
dinary amount of natural gas, and 
should there be an incident, then it 
could be extraordinarily dangerous in 
our ports. That is why the original law 
in 2006 was put in place. 

All this amendment does is to set 
small criteria for what already hap-
pens. The Department of Energy does 
consult with MARAD. They already do 
the consultation. 

This simply says: in that consulta-
tion, consider the American flagging of 
these ships. It doesn’t set a require-
ment. It doesn’t set new law. It simply 
says: when you consult, Mr. Secretary 
of Energy, with MARAD, then consider 
the American flagging of these ships. 
That is it—nothing more. 

I have got to tell you that this is im-
portant stuff, and that is why the Navy 
League and that is why the Ship-
builders Council and, as I said, others— 
I don’t have their letters with me 
today—have said in their letter—and I 
will read this paragraph—that one pro-
posed amendment would require the 
Department of Energy, DOE, to consult 
with MARAD on the availability of 
U.S.-flagged vessels in processing ap-
plications for the export of liquefied 
natural gas, LNG. 

That is it. They support this. Why? 
Because they see the opportunity for 
the maritime industry to do in the ex-
port what is required in the import. 
That is it. How this could be ruled out 
of order, I don’t understand, but when 
that opportunity comes, I intend to 
take that up also. 

Why don’t we vote? As Members of 
this House, why don’t we vote on 
whether we support our maritime in-
dustry or not? 

I yield the remaining time to my col-
league from the great State of Ohio 
(Ms. KAPTUR). 

Ms. KAPTUR. Madam Chair, I would 
just like to thank the gentleman for of-
fering his amendment. 

Even though it is subject to a point 
of order, I think you are drawing atten-
tion to the importance of the U.S. mar-
itime industry, and this burgeoning op-
portunity is extraordinarily important. 

I just wanted to commend the gen-
tleman for that, and I know how hard 
you fight for our ports and for our mar-
itime community. Let’s find a way to 
do this somehow. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Madam Chair, how 
much time do I have remaining? 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from 
California has 45 seconds remaining. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. I don’t know what 
more to say here. The points of order 
are useful, I suppose, but not to me. 

Madam Chair, to this issue, I would 
love to see a vote on the House floor on 

whether we really support our mari-
time industry, on whether we really 
support our sailors or not. 

This is about as minimal an amend-
ment as I could imagine, and I am al-
most embarrassed in bringing some-
thing so weak before this floor on 
something so important as the future 
of our maritime industry. 

I don’t know that I have any choice, 
but to at least try with this small step 
to bring before the House an amend-
ment that would really help our indus-
tries. 

With that, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Madam Chair, I con-
tinue to reserve my point of order, and 
I claim the time in opposition. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from 
Idaho is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Madam Chair, the 
gentleman brings up an interesting 
subject, as the gentlewoman from Ohio 
said, and it is something that I would 
hope he would continue to work on 
through the appropriate channels. 
There are problems that may exist 
with his proposal here, and this is not 
the right place to do it, on the appro-
priations bill. 

The amendment would prevent the 
Department of Energy from approving 
an application for liquefied natural gas 
export, unless the Department has con-
sulted with the U.S. Maritime Admin-
istration on the availability of U.S.- 
flagged vessels to transport the lique-
fied natural gas. The Department does 
not have nor are applicants for LNG 
export currently required to provide in-
formation on which vessels will be used 
for transportation. 

In fact, shipping companies are sepa-
rate and distinct from companies ap-
plying for export licenses, and assess-
ing the shipping requirements for LNG 
is not within the DOE’s current realm 
of technical expertise. The reality is 
that there are a few, if any, U.S.- 
flagged vessels capable of carrying 
LNG at this point. 

I know the gentleman would like to 
change that, and I agree with him on 
that, but we need to do it through the 
proper channels. We need to do it 
through legislation that, I understand, 
the gentleman is probably working on 
now through the authorizing commit-
tees. 

POINT OF ORDER 
Mr. SIMPSON. Madam Chairwoman, 

I make a point of order against the 
amendment because it proposes to 
change existing law and constitutes 
legislation in an appropriation bill and, 
therefore, violates clause 2 of rule XXI. 

The rule states in pertinent part: 
‘‘An amendment to a general appro-

priation bill shall not be in order if 
changing existing law.’’ 

The amendment imposes additional 
requirements. 

I ask for a ruling from the Chair. 
The CHAIR. Does any other Member 

wish to be heard on the point of order? 
Mr. GARAMENDI. I do, Madam 

Chair. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from 
California is recognized. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Madam Chair, 
keeping in mind your admonition that 
I speak to the point of order and not to 
the underlying amendment, I don’t be-
lieve this changes any existing law; al-
though, the entire bill changes existing 
law. 

This amendment speaks to one part 
of what already takes place, and that is 
that the Department of Energy does 
consult with MARAD on this subject 
matter. This amendment simply says 
that the Department, in that consulta-
tion, shall consider the issue of avail-
ability of American-flagged crude-LNG 
tankers. It doesn’t say you can’t go for-
ward. You can go forward. It doesn’t 
say anything about that. It simply says 
that, in that consultation, take into 
account this simple issue. 

With regard to the point of order, the 
amendment that preceded my attempt 
with this amendment did, in fact, 
change law, but it was not ruled out of 
order. 

Now, I accept the fact that I can’t 
have it my way. In fact, I am one of 
seven children, and I have never really 
had it my way. But this is not a sub-
stantive or even a minor change in law 
compared to what preceded this amend-
ment. 

Okay. I know I am going to lose this 
one, but I am not going to give up on 
this issue. I appreciate the support of 
the chair on building American LNG 
tankers, and we will bring that to the 
appropriate committee at the appro-
priate time. 

In the meantime, Madam Chair, I 
think you are about to make a ruling. 

b 1745 

The CHAIR. The Chair is prepared to 
rule on the point of order. 

The Chair finds that this amendment 
imposes new duties on the Department 
of Energy to consult with the U.S. 
Maritime Administration. 

The amendment, therefore, con-
stitutes legislation in violation of 
clause 2 of rule XXI. 

The point of order is sustained, and 
the amendment is not in order. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. STOCKMAN 
Mr. STOCKMAN. Madam Chairman, I 

have an amendment at the desk. 
The CHAIR. The Clerk will report the 

amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title) insert the following: 
SEC.lll. ENERGY LOAN PROGRAM. 

No funds made available by this Act may 
be used for the Department of Energy’s Loan 
Program Office. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 641, the gentleman from Texas 
and a Member opposed each will con-
trol 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. STOCKMAN. Madam Chair, we 
have seen, as you get on the plane you 
fly into San Jose, Madam Chairman, as 
you fly and drive south, you will see a 
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huge building which was built with 
taxpayer money. This building is 
known as Solyndra, and the assets that 
were contained within were sold to the 
Chinese for 10 cents on a dollar. So our 
money, our taxpayer dollars, went to a 
program which failed. 

Again and again, you see the Energy 
Department investing and calling win-
ners and losers; and I, for one, want to 
see a stop to the money that flows 
from the taxpayers into failed, non-
productive industries. 

This amendment simply eliminates 
the funding for a program which has al-
ready been demonstrated as an embar-
rassment, not just to our government, 
but actually to the administration. I 
think that, quite frankly, it is a simple 
amendment, and it would do great jus-
tice to the American taxpayers and 
would do great justice to America if we 
stop funding the Chinese technology 
through ‘‘gimme’’ loan programs and 
selling our assets at 10 cents on a dol-
lar. 

Madam Chair, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Madam 
Chair, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman is recog-
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Madam 
Chairman, I rise strongly to oppose the 
amendment of my friend. The funds my 
colleague seeks to remove are adminis-
trative costs that the Department of 
Energy needs to conduct oversight of 
its existing loan portfolio. 

The recent loan guarantee to create 
the first new nuclear facilities in over 
30 years at the Vogtle plant in Georgia 
will create thousands of jobs and will 
need oversight to ensure funds are 
spent properly. 

In April, the Department made avail-
able $8 billion of loan guarantees to ac-
celerate advanced fossil energy tech-
nologies on the cusp of development. 
These loan guarantees, among others, 
need administrative support for dec-
ades to come. 

Without those administrative costs, 
the Department would not be able to 
monitor risk, manage projects, or pro-
vide the proper financial analysis that 
a loan guarantee needs. These activi-
ties are essential to ensure that tax-
payer funds are protected in the exist-
ing loan portfolio. 

For these reasons, Madam Chairman, 
I cannot support our colleague’s 
amendment, and I urge Members to 
vote ‘‘no.’’ 

Madam Chairman, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. STOCKMAN. Madam Chair, I re-
spect my colleague, and I think he has 
some valid points; however, we repeat 
this mistake over and over again when 
we invest in failed projects that contin-
ually end up costing the taxpayers 
money and then we end up selling it to 
a Third World or some other country, 
and our taxpayers are losing money. 

I, for, one, would like to send a mes-
sage to the Department telling them 

we as taxpayers don’t want to see them 
wasting money, and, hopefully, this 
will be a shot across the bow where 
they are more studious with our money 
and more aware of the taxpayers’ con-
cern that they should not invest in 
every kind of program. 

In fact, the administration just again 
loaned more money to solar panels, 
which, again, is going to go bankrupt. 
In fact, almost all the solar panels 
which they have loaned money to have 
all gone bankrupt, and that ends up 
coming out of the pockets of the tax-
payers. 

Madam Chair, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Madam 
Chairman, I yield 1 minute to our dis-
tinguished colleague from Ohio (Ms. 
KAPTUR). 

Ms. KAPTUR. Madam Chair, I thank 
the chairman of the full committee for 
yielding and rise to oppose the gentle-
man’s amendment. 

I find it extremely shortsighted be-
cause in this particular program we 
have so many successes. We have built 
15 advanced vehicle manufacturing fa-
cilities, one of the largest wind farms 
in the world; constructed the first nu-
clear power plant in the country in 
more than 3 decades, the largest photo-
voltaic generation facility of its kind, 
the largest concentrated solar power 
plant in the world. 

I can tell you this isn’t just—this is 
new technology. This is like NASA at 
the beginning, where we have got pri-
vate sector money involved but also 
public sector money. 

There will be some errors made, that 
is true. And let me tell you, the Chi-
nese undercut the market. I have seen 
it happen. I am from the solar valley of 
Ohio, and I saw what the Chinese did. 

We still have First Solar, the best 
company in the country in terms of 
volume and so forth, and that was 
largely privately funded; but at the be-
ginning it had some photovoltaic re-
search dollars that came from the De-
partment. 

So we are talking about inventing 
the future. This isn’t quite the same as 
going out for a car loan, because when 
you have predators like China come 
and literally buy your technology from 
under you in your startup company, it 
is a very slippery playing field. 

I would say they have done a com-
mendable job in embracing the future. 
I think the gentleman’s amendment 
really is not constructive. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding 
me the time. I oppose the amendment 
and ask my colleagues to do the same. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Madam 
Chair, I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

The CHAIR. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. STOCKMAN). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. STOCKMAN. Madam Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to clause 6 of 
rule XVIII, further proceedings on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas will be postponed. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. STOCKMAN 
Mr. STOCKMAN. Madam Chairman, I 

have an amendment at the desk. 
The CHAIR. The Clerk will report the 

amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title) insert the following: 
SEC.lll. OFFSHORE DRILLING PERMITS. 

No funds made available by this Act may 
be used by the Department of Energy to 
block approval of offshore drilling permits. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 641, the gentleman from Texas 
and a Member opposed each will con-
trol 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. STOCKMAN. Madam Chair, there 
is oversight. I would argue that there 
is oversight on the permits such as off 
the coast of Texas in which we have 
been developing it, and there has been, 
I feel, unfair interference. I think to 
send a signal to the Department that 
we are serious about allowing us to be-
come number one in the world of en-
ergy, my district alone employs thou-
sands and thousands of people in the 
energy industry, and having these kind 
of restrictions laid upon the industry is 
not longsighted but, rather, short-
sighted. 

So I would ask that the amendment 
be accepted as proposed. I think that, 
overall, it will be a benefit to the 
United States if we develop. 

Off the coast of California, they have 
as much as $1 trillion in reserves, and 
much of it is actually seeping up natu-
rally onto the shores of California. Ac-
tually, by allowing industry to develop 
those fields, you would actually have 
less seepage of oil up on the coast of 
California. 

I, for one, want us to continue to cre-
ate jobs, and the number one job cre-
ator in the United States now and 
today is energy. I think that if we look 
at the future, the future of the United 
States is going to be in the energy in-
dustry as we surpass Saudi Arabia. 

Madam Chairman, with that, I re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Madam Chair, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

The CHAIR. The gentlewoman from 
Ohio is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Madam Chairman, I 
rise to oppose the gentleman’s amend-
ment. 

Number one, it is nongermane to our 
bill. In fact, the amendment is actually 
unnecessary because there are no funds 
related to this purpose in our bill at 
all. Perhaps the gentleman could 
present the amendment to another bill, 
but literally, it is extraneous. It has no 
relationship to the bill before us here 
in the House, and I would ask my col-
leagues to oppose it. 

Madam Chair, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. STOCKMAN. My colleague from 
Ohio, whom I have for many years ad-
mired, if that is accurate, then it 
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shouldn’t be a problem supporting it if 
it doesn’t have any impact on the bill. 
I believe it does. From what I under-
stand, it would be germane, but that is 
a difference of opinion. 

Madam Chairman, I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

The CHAIR. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. STOCKMAN). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. STOCKMAN. Madam Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to clause 6 of 
rule XVIII, further proceedings on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas will be postponed. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. YOHO 
Mr. YOHO. Madam Chairman, I have 

an amendment at the desk. 
The CHAIR. The Clerk will report the 

amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), insert the following: 
SEC. 508. None of the funds made available 

by this Act may be used to finalize, imple-
ment, or enforce any rule that would in-
crease electricity prices or reduce electricity 
reliability. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Madam Chairman, I 
reserve a point of order on the gentle-
man’s amendment. 

The CHAIR. A point of order is re-
served. 

Pursuant to House Resolution 641, 
the gentleman from Florida and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida. 

Mr. YOHO. Madam Chairman, I want 
to begin by congratulating my col-
leagues, Chairman SIMPSON and Rank-
ing Member KAPTUR, for crafting a 
strong bipartisan bill that enhances 
our Nation’s energy infrastructure, 
strengthens our nuclear weapon secu-
rity programs, and ensures invest-
ments are made to grow jobs here in 
America. 

Furthermore, I would like to thank 
the chairman and ranking member and 
the hardworking committee staff for 
accepting language into the base bill 
regarding navigable waters. This past 
April, 28 of my colleagues joined me in 
a letter to the Appropriations Com-
mittee suggesting language be in-
cluded. I am pleased that it ended up in 
the final product, and I thank you, 
Chairman SIMPSON, as do our Nation’s 
farmers and ranchers. 

The amendment I bring to the floor 
today would limit the administration’s 
ability to create and enforce rules 
through the Department of Energy, 
rules that would increase our cost of 
electricity and decrease the reliability 
of our electric grid. 

This administration has made un-
precedented rules and regulations when 
it comes to the sources of our electric 
generation. This President’s ideolog-
ical stance against fossil fuels, which 
supplies 80 percent of our domestic 

electricity, is crippling industry and 
increasing costs for all Americans. 

These policies injure low-income 
Americans the most. Those with the 
least amount of disposable income in 
my north central Florida region and 
district will have to choose between 
feeding their families or possibly turn-
ing on their air conditioner. 

This is America, and we have the 
means to produce inexpensive, reliable 
energy sources, and we need to do just 
that. We do it responsibly, and we have 
become great stewards of the environ-
ment. 

b 1815 
We, as the people of government, in 

government, should do what is best for 
the American people, for the American 
economy, increasing our security, en-
ergy security, and our competitiveness. 

With that, Mr. Chairman, I yield to 
the gentleman from Idaho (Mr. SIMP-
SON) for any remarks that he may 
have. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Madam Chair, I want 
to say, even though I am going to raise 
a point of order against this amend-
ment, I support the idea of what he is 
trying to do. 

I am concerned about some of the un-
intended consequences this amendment 
might have. But I agree with its intent, 
to prevent administration rules that 
increase electricity prices or reduce 
electricity reliability. 

I look forward to working with my 
colleague to identify and mitigate, if 
necessary, its unintended consequences 
and the ways that we might be able to 
do this that don’t subject themselves 
to a point of order. 

Mr. YOHO. Madam Chair, I under-
stand that, and I appreciate that the 
chairman’s concern is the broad nature 
of the amendment. 

Still, my hope is to work with Chair-
man SIMPSON and Chairman UPTON to 
find a solution to this problem. I can-
not and shall not sit idly while this ad-
ministration singlehandedly destroys 
the most reliable and affordable energy 
source in the world. 

And with that, Madam Chairman, I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

POINT OF ORDER 
Mr. SIMPSON. Madam Chairwoman, 

I make a point of order against the 
amendment because it proposes to 
change existing law and constitutes 
legislation in an appropriation bill and, 
therefore, violates clause 2 of rule XXI. 

The rule states in pertinent part: 
‘‘An amendment to a general appro-

priation bill shall not be in order if 
changing existing law.’’ 

The amendment requires a new deter-
mination. 

I ask for a ruling from the Chair. 
The CHAIR. Does any other Member 

wish to be heard on the point of order? 
If not, the Chair is prepared to rule. 
The Chair finds that this amendment 

includes language requiring a new de-
termination as to the effect of a rule 
on electricity prices or reliability. 

The amendment, therefore, con-
stitutes legislation in violation of 
clause 2 of rule XXI. 

The point of order is sustained, and 
the amendment is not in order. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SEAN PATRICK 
MALONEY OF NEW YORK 

Mr. SEAN PATRICK MALONEY of 
New York. Madam Chair, I have an 
amendment at the desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will report the 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), insert the following: 
SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 

by this Act may be used to implement, ad-
minister, or enforce the order entitled 
‘‘Order Accepting Proposed Tariff Revisions 
and Establishing a Technical Conference’’ 
issued by the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission on August 13, 2013 (Docket No. 
ER13–1380–000). 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 641, the gentleman from New 
York and a Member opposed each will 
control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. SEAN PATRICK MALONEY of 
New York. Madam Chair, many of my 
colleagues may be familiar with the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commis-
sion, also known as FERC. But I imag-
ine few of my colleagues have experi-
enced an agency with the account-
ability that we have experienced in the 
Hudson Valley recently, or have seen 
how a few unelected bureaucrats can 
wreak havoc, literally, on our utility 
bills and those of our struggling neigh-
bors without regard for basic facts, like 
how those people use energy or how 
those bills will be paid or whether peo-
ple can even afford to pay these bills 
after the worst winter and the highest 
energy costs we have seen in a genera-
tion. This egregious bureaucratic over-
reach has to stop. 

In January, FERC approved a plan to 
create what is called a new capacity 
zone in the Hudson Valley. Now, this 
new zone would arbitrarily impose an 
unprecedented $230 million increase in 
energy costs in my region for just the 
first year alone, and nearly $500 million 
in increased costs over the first 3 
years. This is absolutely outrageous 
and unnecessary. 

No one elected anyone in the FERC, 
and they are accountable to no one. 
But their decisions affect all of us and, 
in this case, affect the struggling rate-
payers of the Hudson Valley. 

Initial estimates suggest that cus-
tomers throughout the Hudson Valley 
could see their utility bills go up by as 
much as 10 percent. This, again, after 
the worst winter and highest energy 
costs in a generation. 

Every single day, I am hearing from 
my neighbors about how awful this de-
cision is and their fears of how they 
will pay for their energy. I heard from 
Russ in Putnam Valley, who told me 
that, as a senior on a fixed income, this 
is an increase that he simply can’t af-
ford. He is expected to pay $120 more 
over the next year, and he doesn’t have 
it. 

And it is not just families that will 
be hit. Schools, like those in Carmel, 
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are scrambling to find ways to cut 
budgets that are already stretched 
thin. And our large employers, like 
IBM, estimate that this FERC decision 
could cost just IBM up to $10 million 
over the next year. 

Now, you might think that any agen-
cy with that kind of destructive power 
might be accountable to someone, but 
apparently you would be wrong. 

Last week, I received a letter from 
Dutchess County Executive Marcus 
Molinaro stating that, in the 20 years 
that he has been in elected office, ‘‘I 
have never interacted with a less acces-
sible, less accountable government en-
tity, seemingly impervious to legisla-
tive and public scrutiny.’’ I couldn’t 
agree more, and we have that agree-
ment across party lines and across lev-
els of government. 

The new capacity zone is an unneces-
sary and destructive step designed to 
fix a problem that we can fix in so 
many other ways, and we have to rein 
in these unaccountable Washington bu-
reaucrats. 

So my amendment is simple. It would 
specifically prohibit funds from going 
towards allowing the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission to enforce the 
decision that created the new capacity 
zone. Because a runaway agency like 
this needs a serious wake-up call, and 
this amendment will let FERC know 
that they are accountable to folks like 
Russ and the people in Carmel and the 
seniors in my district and to this Con-
gress. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Madam Chair, I rise 

in opposition to the amendment. 
The CHAIR. The gentleman from 

Idaho is recognized for 5 minutes. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Madam Chair, I rise 

in opposition to the amendment. And I 
certainly understand the gentleman’s 
concerns. 

We engaged in a colloquy an hour or 
so ago. And I supported the Member’s 
concerns, and I still do. However, this 
amendment goes beyond what I can 
support. 

I am concerned that such a blunt ac-
tion, as this amendment, may have un-
intended consequences. We simply have 
not had time to understand all of the 
implications to electricity prices and 
electricity reliability or other inter-
actions with the FERC order ref-
erenced in the amendment. Therefore, I 
must oppose the amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. SEAN PATRICK MALONEY of 

New York. Mr. Chair, I thank the 
chairman for his assistance with the 
colloquy earlier. I respect his remarks. 

Let me just point out that this 
amendment relates to a specific FERC 
docket. So by definition, it can affect 
nothing other than this specific deci-
sion that I have referred to. 

I yield for such time as he may wish 
to consume to the gentleman from New 
York, CHRIS GIBSON, my colleague from 
across the aisle who also represents the 
Hudson Valley. 

Mr. GIBSON. Mr. Chair, I want to 
thank my friend SEAN PATRICK MALO-

NEY. We are working together on this 
amendment, and we are fighting for 
our constituents. 

We just came through last winter, 
one of the harshest winters for those in 
upstate New York, where we saw our 
gas and home heating prices rise. We 
saw our electricity prices double. And 
yet as my friend Mr. MALONEY just 
pointed out, we see that FERC wants 
to continue on and has moved forward 
with this new capacity zone, which 
they claim is going to lead to more 
generation. 

But, look, these rising rates, they are 
not necessary. We already have inter-
est in our region for more generation, 
and this is just more burden on our 
constituents. 

And if you take a look at how this is 
impacting across the area, this is hurt-
ing hardworking families. It is impact-
ing small businesses. So we are talking 
about a loss of jobs, we are talking 
about heartache on families, all for 
something that is unnecessary. And, as 
Mr. MALONEY pointed out, this is com-
ing from FERC, which has really been 
unaccountable when it comes to our 
concerns. 

Mr. MALONEY and I, our Governor, 
one of our Senators—we have had lead-
ers at every echelon reach out to FERC 
and explain to them, especially given 
the harsh winter that we went through 
and the fact that it is unnecessary. 
This is tone-deaf and outrageous that 
they are going forward. We want to 
fight this. 

We thank the chairman and ranking 
member for their acknowledgement in 
the report language. Going forward, we 
think that will be helpful. But we need 
relief right now. 

We are asking for support for this 
amendment. We think this is the right 
thing to do. And I would ask all my 
colleagues to stand up. Let’s fight for 
families. Let’s fight for small business. 

Mr. SEAN PATRICK MALONEY of 
New York. I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. COLLINS of 
Georgia). The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. SEAN PATRICK 
MALONEY). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SCALISE 

Mr. SCALISE. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re-
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
At the end of the bill, before the short 

title, insert the following: 
SEC. lll. None of the funds made avail-

able in this Act may be used within the bor-
ders of the State of Louisiana by the Mis-
sissippi Valley Division or the Southwestern 
Division of the Army Corps of Engineers or 
any district of the Corps within such divi-
sions to implement or enforce the mitigation 
methodology, referred to as the ‘‘Modified 
Charleston Method’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 641, the gentleman 
from Louisiana and a Member opposed 
each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Louisiana. 

Mr. SCALISE. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
to present an amendment that is a bi-
partisan amendment that has passed 
for the last 2 years that this bill has 
come before the House. 

What this deals with is a change in 
process for mitigation methods that 
the Corps of Engineers implemented 
back in 2011 called the Modified 
Charleston Method. And when they im-
plemented this new method of mitiga-
tion, it basically started making a lot 
of projects—surely in southeast Lou-
isiana—unworkable, including, Mr. 
Chairman, flood protection projects. 

One of the things we have seen is 
that it actually has increased the cost 
of flood protection projects along the 
coast by over 300 percent, which in 
many cases has made those flood pro-
tection projects unaffordable for local 
governments to be able to afford for 
themselves, where they are putting up 
their own money. It is not even Federal 
money. 

And here comes the Federal Govern-
ment, putting in an unworkable plan 
that makes it cost-prohibitive to actu-
ally implement flood protection. And, 
of course, we have seen at the Federal 
level what happens if you don’t have 
that kind of protection. We sure don’t 
want to be in a position where we are 
stopping local communities from being 
able to protect themselves against 
flood with their own money. 

What is even more ironic about this, 
Mr. Chairman, is that the Corps of En-
gineers, while they have imposed this 
on local governments and private busi-
ness, they have exempted themselves 
from it. The Corps of Engineers doesn’t 
even use this method that they have 
imposed on everybody else—I am sure 
because they recognize it would be un-
workable for them. But they impose it 
on everybody else. That is not the way 
we should do business, Mr. Chairman. 

What this amendment says is that no 
funds can be expended to implement 
that unworkable method. Let’s get 
back to the normal way of doing miti-
gation, which was practical, which was 
the way most other places in the coun-
try do it. 

I would like to submit for the 
RECORD a letter from my colleague 
from Louisiana, CEDRIC RICHMOND, who 
is also in strong support and is the lead 
cosponsor of this amendment. 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, DC, July 10, 2014. 
Hon. MIKE SIMPSON, Chairman, 
Subcommittee on Energy and Water Develop-

ment, and Related Agencies House Com-
mittee on Appropriations, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN SIMPSON: I would like to 
express my support for this amendment 
being offered by my colleague from Lou-
isiana, Mr. Scalise to H.R. 4923, the Energy 
and Water Development and Related Agen-
cies Appropriations Act. This amendment 
deals with the use of the Modified Charleston 
Method by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
New Orleans district. This method is dif-
ferent from the method used for other areas 
across the country and has caused unique 
and significant problems for our area. 
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By increasing the cost of mitigation for a 

wide variety of important projects, the MCM 
has made some projects in our region dra-
matically, and in some cases even prohibi-
tively, more expensive. These increasing 
costs for critical infrastructure and flood 
protection projects are deeply concerning, 
especially given the important flood protec-
tion projects currently being planned for in 
my district. Projects like the levee project 
for the West Shore of Lake Pontchartrain 
which would protect the homes of thousands 
of residents as well as businesses and energy 
infrastructure that is critical to the entire 
nation. We must ensure that the people of 
the River Parishes get the protection they 
need as quickly as possible. The escalating 
costs brought about by the MCM are con-
cerning because of the effect it could have on 
projects like this. 

This amendment says that we need to 
move forward with a better way to handle 
mitigation. We understand the need and the 
importance of proper mitigation for all 
projects. We just need to make sure that the 
method we use does not keep us from pro-
tecting our citizens or hamper our future 
economic development. 

Sincerely, 
CEDRIC L. RICHMOND. 

Mr. SCALISE. I urge adoption, Mr. 
Chairman, and yield back the balance 
of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Louisiana (Mr. SCALISE). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. YOHO 

Mr. YOHO. Mr. Chairman, I have an 
amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. WEBER of 
Texas). The Clerk will report the 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), insert the following: 
SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 

by this Act may be used for ‘‘DE— 
FOA0000697: Sustainable Cities: Urban En-
ergy Planning for Smart Growth in China 
and India’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 641, the gentleman 
from Florida and a Member opposed 
each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida. 

Mr. YOHO. Mr. Chairman, at a time 
of deep deficits and a mounting na-
tional debt, we cannot allow our tax-
payers’ dollars to be squandered away 
in order to upgrade cities in China and 
India. 

In 2012, a program was issued by the 
Department of Energy with the pur-
pose of ‘‘conducting international col-
laborative efforts that accelerate the 
development and deployment of clean 
energy technologies’’ at the expense of 
the American taxpayer. 

While this appropriation bill does not 
explicitly include funding for these 
projects, I believe this amendment is 
essential to ensure the administration 
cannot misuse hard-earned taxpayer 
money. 

All in this Chamber have seen what 
the President is capable of, given the 
opportunity to invoke his ideological 
agenda. It is not America’s job to help 
foreign nations upgrade their cities. 

Countries like China and India have 
their own taxpayers and are among the 
largest economic engines in the world. 

Our country was founded on the prin-
ciple of self-determination. Enticing 
economic change in foreign countries 
with money borrowed from future gen-
erations is a gross departure of that 
principle, especially in these hard eco-
nomic times. 

And with that, I would like to yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from the 
State of Georgia (Mr. COLLINS), my col-
league and good friend. 

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Mr. Chair, I 
appreciate the gentleman from Florida 
yielding. 

And really, I think this just goes 
back to a simple reflection of prior-
ities. We are here tonight, and both 
sides are coming to the floor. They are 
offering amendments. They are talking 
about energy and water. And Chairman 
SIMPSON has done a fine job of bringing 
this to the floor, and I think we have 
some good stuff going here. 

But this is about priorities. Why 
should we be looking at funding prior-
ities for other countries who have their 
own sufficient taxpayer money, their 
own sufficient growth? 

b 1815 
They may have trouble in growth, 

but why are we looking at it from a 
perspective that we should possibly say 
we are going to use our funds to do this 
on? This is not something we need to 
be a part of. It is not saying: just let 
China and India take care of them-
selves, we don’t have a part. 

We have plenty of private industry 
that will go in at a fee and also do this. 
Why would we be putting government 
funds possibly towards this. 

I think this is another area where we 
deal with sustainable cities. This is a 
concern of many of my constituents. 
Some have actually called this looking 
at how we go across the world an agen-
da 21 wannabe. This is just simply 
something we shouldn’t be doing. 

This is just something that we want 
to limit and simply say: we are going 
to be a leader, let’s let the rest of the 
world lead, but let’s let them pay with 
their own dollars. 

I appreciate the gentleman from 
Florida bringing this. 

Mr. YOHO. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Georgia. 

Mr. Chairman, we, again, as people in 
government that represent our con-
stituents, we should do everything in 
our power to make America stronger, 
more economically sound, and more 
competitive across the world, not less. 

Again, this amendment will prevent 
future actions from the administration 
causing hardworking American tax-
payers’ money to be spent to subsidize 
clean energy in countries like China 
and India. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from Ohio is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman and 
Members, this amendment would pro-
hibit funding for what is called the sus-
tainable cities program, which is aimed 
at deploying U.S. technical expertise to 
urban energy planning for cities in 
places like India and China. So the gen-
tleman and I look at this in a little bit 
of a different way. 

Mr. Chairman, this effort is aimed at 
developing markets for U.S. products 
in places that are growing, and I think 
census figures show that India and 
China are absolutely growing, and 
their economies are growing. 

In fact, in places like China, it is 
growing so fast that they are actually 
often stealing our technology and buy-
ing our companies out from underneath 
us, and we lose market edge. 

Mr. Chairman, this particular pro-
gram encompasses a variety of tech-
nical assistance activities to actually 
prime those markets for our clean 
technologies in places where there is 
population increase and a need for 
product and would help potentially to 
support the export of American clean 
energy technologies. That means jobs 
here at home; it means exports out of 
the United States, rather than imports 
in here in two major economies. 

Working closely with U.S. compa-
nies, the Department of Commerce and 
other governments will focus on prod-
uct testing and developing minimum 
standards, certifying that we can actu-
ally achieve the installation of these 
clean energy products. Here at home, 
obviously, we help our clean energy 
sector to develop. 

Specific examples already underway 
include facilitating a memorandum of 
understanding that could lead to the 
first commercial-scale deployment of 
concentrated solar power deployment 
in China—a deal that could be valued 
at $350 million—with manufacturing of 
the key intellectual property here in 
the United States. 

Another involves gaining access to 
the wind energy market in China— 
which is a growing market—coordina-
tion and exchanges between our depart-
ment and private sector, our U.S. and 
Chinese cities, has led to increasing 
sales of U.S. clean energy goods in 
China already. 

It is no secret that China has some 
challenges—and India has challenges— 
dealing with the enormity of their pop-
ulations and the stress on their energy 
infrastructure. 

We need to boost innovation here at 
home. This is one very modest pro-
gram, but one, I think, that deserves 
attention. The last time I looked, we, 
as a country, had a gigantic trade def-
icit with China. That means more 
goods coming in here than our goods 
going out. 

Mr. Chairman, this is one small step 
forward to try to penetrate those mar-
kets using some of the higher tech 
technologies that we have in the en-
ergy field, so I oppose the gentleman’s 
amendment. I think he might look at 
the program in a different way than I 
do. 
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Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 

to oppose it, as well, and I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. YOHO). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 9 OFFERED BY MR. FLEMING 
The Acting CHAIR (Mr. COLLINS of 

Georgia). It is now in order to consider 
amendment No. 9 printed in House Re-
port 113–486. 

Mr. FLEMING. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

At the end of the bill (before the short 
title), insert the following: 

SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 
by this Act may be used to pay the salary of 
any officer or employee to carry out section 
301 of the Hoover Power Plant Act of 1984 (42 
U.S.C. 16421a; added by section 402 of the 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 
2009 (P.L. 111–5)). 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 641, the gentleman 
from Louisiana (Mr. FLEMING) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Louisiana. 

Mr. FLEMING. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today to, again, offer an amendment 
that would stop a loan program created 
by the 2009 stimulus bill. 

Last year’s amendment passed the 
House by a significant margin, and the 
administration appeared to get the 
message, not authorizing any new 
projects during the fiscal year. 

However, in their most recent budget 
request, they plan to receive and re-
view 100 project proposals, review six 
business plan proposals, provide tech-
nical assistance for the development of 
four projects, and assist with two 
projects in the financing phase. 

One of the future projects is esti-
mated to cost $1.5 billion for the Fed-
eral share alone, which is almost half 
of the Western Area Power Administra-
tion’s borrowing authority. 

How bad is this program? It is not 
merely a loan guarantee program, like 
the one that backed Solyndra. It is an 
actual loan from the Federal Govern-
ment, with a built-in bailout mecha-
nism. That’s right, built in to the law 
is this actual bailout. 

I am going to quote from what the 
law says: 

If, at the end of the useful life of a project, 
there is a remaining balance owed to the 
Treasury under this section, the balance 
shall be forgiven. 

That means we have got agenda-driv-
en, uneconomical renewable energy 
projects being funded directly by the 
Federal Government, and if they fail, 
taxpayers are on the hook once again. 

What has been the performance of 
these projects so far? In November 2011, 
the Department of Energy inspector 
general issued a lengthy management 
alert on the stimulus borrowing au-
thority. To quote from that report: 

Because of a variety of problems, the 
project is estimated to be 2 years behind 
schedule and $70 million over budget; essen-
tially out of funds; and currently at a stand-
still, with no progress being made. Western 
had not completed a formal root-cause anal-
ysis and corrective action plan designed to 
ensure more effective program safeguards 
are in place going forward. Because Western 
has committed $25 million in developmental 
funding to a potential $3 billion project that 
could ultimately require an investment of 
$1.5 billion in Recovery Act borrowing au-
thority, we are issuing this report as a man-
agement alert. 

That is why last year’s Republican 
budget noted: 

The $3.25 billion borrowing authority in 
the Western Area Power Administration’s 
Transmission Infrastructure Program pro-
vides loans to develop new transmission sys-
tems aimed solely at integrating renewable 
energy. This authority was inserted into the 
stimulus bill without the opportunity for de-
bate. Of most concern, the authority in-
cludes a bailout provision that would require 
American taxpayers to pay outstanding bal-
ances on projects that private developers 
failed to repay. 

As I and many others have pointed 
out when the bill was passed, the stim-
ulus—which was billed as funding shov-
el-ready programs—actually became a 
vehicle to bake in higher levels of 
spending and new government pro-
grams. 

As with other government loan pro-
grams, we have all too often seen 
abuses and mismanagement, and this 
program is no exception. 

Mr. Chairman, I also want to thank 
my colleagues, Mr. MCCLINTOCK and 
Chairman HASTINGS, for their past 
work in offering and marking up a bill 
to repeal this program. I urge my col-
leagues, again, to support and pass this 
amendment, and I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from Ohio is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

I think the gentleman’s amendment, 
including some vagueness of his lan-
guage, will likely have many unin-
tended consequences. For example, one 
of the projects, the Enbridge corpora-
tion, which constructed the Montana- 
Alberta power line, has already repaid 
our government $161 million of its bor-
rowed authority—its loan—decades 
ahead of schedule, showing that trans-
mission projects, when vetted properly, 
are sound investments. 

Essentially, his proposal would re-
peal the Western Area Power Adminis-
tration’s borrowing authority for the 
construction of transmission lines that 
would bring renewable energy to mar-
ket. 

The American Recovery and Rein-
vestment Act provided $3.25 billion in 
borrowing authority for WAPA. This 
authority allowed for the construction 
of new transmission lines to deliver 
power from renewable energy sources. 

By repealing their authority, it is 
just another example of, unfortunately, 

the Republican Party’s anti-renewable 
energy strategy. 

The borrowing authority has already 
led to the financing of two much-need-
ed transmission lines out West—not 
even in my own part of the country— 
the one that I mentioned, the Mon-
tana-Alberta transmission line, which 
brings wind power to markets in our 
country, and the Palo Verde Electrical 
District 5 in Arizona. The Tohono 
O’odham Nation is already looking to 
utilize the PV–ED5 line to bring solar 
power generated on to their reserva-
tion. 

Mr. Chairman, if adopted, the amend-
ment would have the following im-
pacts: for the Palo Verde project, 
which is customer driven, it is 92 per-
cent complete, and it could be brought 
to a halt. 

It supports mostly rural customers 
and Native American tribes and is a 
model of public-private partnership for 
which this program was created. 

It will also allow those customers— 
and potentially others—to add renew-
able energy to the grid, while strength-
ening the transmission system in an 
area which is seeking growth and actu-
ally has more demand. 

If that project is totally completed, 
something that is jeopardized by this 
amendment, the benefits of the project 
include providing customer access to 
the Palo Verde trading hub and also 
providing 300 megawatts of uncon-
strained transfer capability from ED5 
to Palo Verde, to support and enhance 
the viability of renewable resources in 
development in southern Arizona. 

Jobs and transmission investment 
capability would be negatively im-
pacted, and it could impact how—on 
behalf of the ED5 project—how it reim-
burses staff for work in support of the 
project. 

Now, I mentioned that there are 
projects already underway that this 
amendment would bring to a halt. 
What sense does that make? I mean, we 
have already got issues in our country. 

We need jobs in this country. We 
need affordable energy in this country. 
We need diversified energy in this 
country. I really don’t understand why 
the gentleman is offering this amend-
ment, but I can tell you the attorneys 
who looked at this language continue 
to find there will be additional impacts 
due to the vagueness of the language 
you have proposed. 

I would guess your amendment will 
likely have many other unintended 
consequences, such as impacts on the 
preference power customers. 

Mr. Chairman, I oppose the amend-
ment, and I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. FLEMING. Mr. Chairman, how 
much time remains? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Louisiana has 11⁄2 minutes re-
maining. 

Mr. FLEMING. Well, my response, 
Mr. Chairman, is, first of all, there is 
nothing vague about the billions and 
billions of dollars that have already 
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been wasted through corporate welfare, 
giving loans that are guaranteed by the 
Federal Government, loans to compa-
nies such as Solyndra and a whole list 
of others that now have failed and 
taken the taxpayer money with them. 

Now, with regard to the gentle-
woman’s claim that programs and 
projects already in progress would be 
stopped, well, that is absolute nonsense 
because those deals have been signed. 
That money has already been com-
mitted. 

What we are talking about is stop-
ping any new projects. Again, I would 
emphasize here that, if these projects 
made sense—whether it is renewable or 
nonrenewable, whether it is carbon- 
based or noncarbon-based, there is 
plenty of capital out there to lend. 
There are a lot of people who want to 
make money on energy. There are a lot 
of people who have made money on en-
ergy. 

The reason why there isn’t a private 
market out there primarily is because 
the government has displaced that pri-
vate market; and number two, in many 
cases, when the question is asked—in 
fact, the President of the United 
States—why is the government lending 
this money? 

His answer was: well, because you 
can’t get it from the private market 
and private investors. Why? Because it 
is a dumb idea. They will never get 
their money back. 

So why in the world do we want to 
let the taxpayer money go down the 
tubes when other people, who are a 
heck of a lot smarter than we are, see 
that it is unfit for lending and for cap-
ital production? 

Mr. Chairman, with that, I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

b 1830 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Louisiana (Mr. FLEMING). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WALBERG 

Mr. WALBERG. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re-
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), insert the following: 
SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 

by this Act may be used to carry out section 
801 of the Energy Independence and Security 
Act of 2007 (42 U.S.C. 17281). 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 641, the gentleman 
from Michigan and a Member opposed 
each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

Mr. WALBERG. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the chair for the good work done 
on this piece of legislation, but I offer 
an amendment that would prohibit the 
use of funds to carry out a national 
media campaign to promote alter-
native green technologies. 

In 2007, Congress authorized the De-
partment of Energy to create a na-

tional media campaign to convince 
Americans to buy green technologies 
at the tune of $5 million a year. Now, 
my amendment would simply prohibit 
funds from going to this misguided, un-
necessary, government-run campaign. 

As constituents in my Michigan dis-
trict are struggling to deal with $4 a 
gallon gas prices and energy costs 
brought about by this administration’s 
harmful energy limitation policies, the 
last thing we need, Mr. Chairman, is 
Washington bureaucrats telling them 
how to live their lives. 

They are smart enough to know, as 
are the overwhelming majority of 
American citizens in all of our dis-
tricts, Mr. Chairman, to know what en-
ergy sources work for them, work best 
for their families, for their businesses, 
and especially when our country has 
emerged and is emerging still further— 
if we would allow it and encourage it as 
an energy superpower—and now leads 
the world in natural gas and oil pro-
duction. 

Instead of funding unnecessary ad 
campaigns, let’s get to work on energy 
policy which takes advantage of our 
energy abundance and leads to lower 
prices, more jobs and greater global se-
curity. 

Green technologies should be a part 
of a real all-of-the-above energy policy, 
but picking winners and losers is not 
the role of the Federal Government, 
nor is it in the core mission of the De-
partment of Energy. 

I was pleased that this amendment 
was adopted when I offered it last year, 
and I encourage my colleagues to once 
again support it. 

Mr. Chairman, having said what I 
think is necessary, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. WALBERG). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MCKINLEY 

Mr. MCKINLEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re-
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), insert the following: 
SEC. 508. None of the funds made available 

by this Act may be used to design, imple-
ment, administer, or carry out the United 
States Global Climate Research Program 
National Climate Assessment, the Intergov-
ernmental Panel on Climate Change’s Fifth 
Assessment Report, the United Nation’s 
Agenda 21 sustainable development plan, the 
May 2013 Technical Update of the Social Cost 
of Carbon for Regulatory Impact Analysis 
Under Executive Order 12866, or the July 2014 
Sustainable Development Solutions Network 
and Institute for Sustainable Development 
and International Relations’ pathways to 
deep decarbonization report . 

Mr. MCKINLEY (during the reading). 
Mr. Chair, I ask unanimous consent to 
dispense with the reading of the 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
West Virginia? 

There was no objection. 
The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 

House Resolution 641, the gentleman 
from West Virginia and a Member op-
posed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from West Virginia. 

Mr. MCKINLEY. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment is similar to ones that 
have been offered in previous appro-
priations bills, and all have passed with 
strong bipartisan support. 

This amendment would prohibit 
agencies like the Department of En-
ergy and the Corps of Engineers from 
being required to spend money on cli-
mate change policies forced upon them 
by the Obama administration and 
which have been based on biased stud-
ies. 

In a time of fiscal austerity and 
prioritization of spending, how can we 
justify taking money away from our 
country’s leading scientists, physicists, 
and engineers at the National Energy 
Technology Lab, but at the same time 
ask them to research and develop clean 
coal technologies, carbon capture and 
sequestration, increased efficiencies for 
our turbines and power plants, and im-
proving our natural gas extraction 
techniques from shale? 

We should not be reducing funds for 
rejuvenating our locks and dams along 
America’s rivers, especially when the 
American Society for Civil Engineers 
have rated our Nation’s waterway in-
frastructure and land infrastructure a 
D-plus. Mr. Chairman, a D may be a 
passing grade for our President, but it 
is a failing mark in my book. 

Spending precious resources to pur-
sue a dubious climate change agenda 
compromises our clean energy research 
and America’s infrastructure. When 
similar amendments were adopted pre-
viously, some claimed we were denying 
agencies the use of science. 

That is simply not true, Mr. Chair-
man. We want them to use science, but, 
Mr. Chairman, I want them to use 
science that doesn’t come with a biased 
agenda. 

For example, the United Nations re-
port says that the Antarctic ice is 
shrinking; however, NSA’s satellites 
have confirmed that Antarctic ice lev-
els have increased—increased by the 
size of Greenland, an alltime record. 

Congress should not be spending 
money pursuing ideologically-driven 
experiments when we face real, serious 
challenges to our country’s infrastruc-
ture and its pursuit for energy effi-
ciency. I urge all of my colleagues to 
support this amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I claim 

the time in opposition. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 

from Ohio is recognized for 5 minutes. 
Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 

opposition to the gentleman’s amend-
ment. It flies in the face of 97 percent 
of the world’s scientists who agree that 
climate-warming trends over the past 
century are very likely due to human 
activities and could impose significant 
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human and economic costs on soci-
eties, including ours. 

This amendment requires the Depart-
ment of Energy to assume that carbon 
pollution isn’t harmful and that cli-
mate change won’t cost a thing. That 
is nothing but fantasy. 

The Republicans, in general, don’t 
seem to trust the scientists, and I 
would hope that they would listen to 
the economists and business leaders 
ringing alarm bells about the potential 
costs of unmitigated climate change. 

Standard & Poor’s rating services re-
cently released a report warning that 
climate change will put downward 
pressure on the sovereign credit rat-
ings of countries around the world. 
They wrote: 

Climate change is likely to be one of the 
global megatrends impacting sovereign cred-
itworthiness, in most cases, negatively. 

For example, Standard & Poor’s con-
cludes that: 

Extreme weather events, especially floods, 
can be expected to increasingly take a toll 
on a country’s infrastructure and, thus, pro-
ductivity. 

Standard & Poor’s also warned that 
fiscal performance will decline as gov-
ernment budgets come under increased 
stress from climate-induced emergency 
support and infrastructure reconstruc-
tion costs. We have had a little bit of 
that in our country already. 

Last month, three former Secretaries 
of Treasury released a report on the 
economic costs of inaction on climate 
change. Henry M. Paulson, Treasury 
Secretary under President George Bush 
said: 

Our economy is vulnerable to an over-
whelming number of risks from climate 
change. 

The report identifies numerous eco-
nomic risks, including large-scale 
losses of coastal property and infra-
structure, extreme heat across the Na-
tion that threatens labor productivity, 
human health and energy systems, and 
shifting agricultural patterns and crop 
yields. 

Secretary Paulson wrote that: 
These risks include the potential for sig-

nificant Federal budget liabilities, since 
many businesses and property owners turn to 
the Federal Government as the insurer of 
last resort. 

The economic impacts of climate 
change will be felt globally, particu-
larly by the poorest countries. Last 
year, the World Economic Forum re-
leased its annual global risks report, 
which was based on a survey of 1,000 ex-
perts from industry, government, aca-
demia, and nonprofits around the world 
on the global risks most likely to 
manifest over the next 10 years and 
those that could have the greatest im-
pacts. 

The report found that rising green-
house gas emissions posed one of the 
biggest global risks in the coming dec-
ade and that failure to adapt to cli-
mate change could have a tremendous 
socioeconomic impact across the globe. 

This is not just a looming threat. We 
are suffering, in our country, the cost 

of climate change today—the sky-
rocketing costs of fighting wildfires, 
for example; the mounting costs to 
farmers of losing their crops and their 
livestock to more frequent and severe 
droughts; the enormous costs of re-
building infrastructure swept away by 
more intense storms or threatened by 
steadily rising seas. Ask the people in 
Louisiana or New Jersey or New York. 

This amendment ignores everything 
that is already happening and all of the 
warnings that it is going to get a lot 
worse. This amendment denies eco-
nomic reality and decrees that climate 
change imposes no costs at all. Of 
course, ignoring the costs won’t make 
them go away. 

In fact, all evidence shows that the 
longer we wait, the more we will allow 
the risks to compound and accumulate, 
the more costly it will be to solve the 
problem in the end. I urge my col-
leagues to oppose this amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The Acting CHAIR. The question is 

on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from West Virginia (Mr. MCKIN-
LEY). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from West Virginia will 
be postponed. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MCKINLEY 
Mr. MCKINLEY. Mr. Chairman, I 

have an amendment at the desk. 
The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re-

port the amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), insert the following: 
SEC. 508. None of the funds made available 

by this Act may be used to transform the Na-
tional Energy Technology Laboratory into a 
government-owned, contractor-operated lab-
oratory, or to consolidate or close the Na-
tional Energy Technology Laboratory. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 641, the gentleman 
from West Virginia and a Member op-
posed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from West Virginia. 

Mr. MCKINLEY. Mr. Chairman, be-
cause there has been efforts, I suppose, 
to privatize and consolidate the Na-
tional Energy Technology Laboratory, 
also known as NETL, this amendment 
is offered to eliminate that uncertainty 
and to continue the present public-pri-
vate partnership. 

NETL is our Nation’s premier energy 
laboratory for fossil energy, using 600 
government scientists, technicians, 
and employees, but they couple that 
with nearly 1,200 private sector con-
tractors. 

Through this partnership, NETL has 
developed breakthrough research, car-
bon capture, enhanced natural gas ex-
ploration and production, emission 
control for our power plants, and steam 
and gas turbine efficiency. 

Mr. Chairman, the bottom line is 
that no other national laboratory has 
the expertise and the capabilities in 
fossil fuel energy to develop what 
NETL already has. 

This public-private model has also 
been used by the National Institutes of 
Health and the Centers for Disease 
Control. 

Mr. Chairman, if our government re-
search laboratories were privatized, 
what assurance would Members of Con-
gress have that that research would be 
done in America? 

Just pick up a newspaper on any day 
and you will read about another cor-
poration moving its research and devel-
opment work offshore. People looking 
to privatize and consolidate these lab-
oratories seem to be searching for a so-
lution to a problem that doesn’t exist. 
I urge all my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The Acting CHAIR. The question is 

on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from West Virginia (Mr. MCKIN-
LEY). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WEBER OF TEXAS 

Mr. WEBER of Texas. Mr. Chairman, 
I have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re-
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), insert the following: 
SEC. 508. None of the funds made available 

by this Act may be used for the Cape Wind 
Energy Project on the Outer Continental 
Shelf off Massachusetts, Nantucket Sound. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 641, the gentleman 
from Texas and a Member opposed each 
will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. WEBER of Texas. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise to offer a very simple and fiscally 
responsible amendment that should be 
supported by all Members of this body 
to prevent the DOE from moving for-
ward on a loan guarantee to an off-
shore wind project. Let me hasten to 
add that Texas is the leading State for 
producing wind energy in this great 
country. 

You know, Mr. Chairman, earlier this 
month, the Department of Energy ap-
proved a $150 million conditional loan 
guarantee for the Cape Wind offshore 
wind energy project. 

This project consists of 130 wind tur-
bines, each 440 feet in height, spanning 
an area the size of Manhattan, and it is 
located in the Nantucket Sound off the 
coast of Massachusetts. 

b 1845 

This project would be funded and 
built primarily by foreign businesses 
and would fail to create significant 
local employment opportunities. Rath-
er than using local businesses in the 
State of Massachusetts, or even in the 
United States, Cape Wind has 
outsourced the building of turbines to 
Denmark and the production of turbine 
foundations to Germany. 
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It doesn’t take more than a simple 

Google search, Mr. Chairman, to find 
out that this offshore wind project has 
been mired in controversy and litiga-
tion for the past 13 years. 

Federal agencies were recently re-
quired by the courts to conduct more 
scientific reviews to better assess Cape 
Wind’s impacts to the environment. 
Cape Wind’s litigation troubles are far 
from over as project opponents—which 
include the Alliance to Protect Nan-
tucket Sound, Public Employees for 
Environmental Responsibility, the 
Town of Barnstable, and the 
Wampanoag Tribe of Gay Head—can 
appeal the project after the court rules 
on the agencies’ response. 

In addition, there remains an out-
standing appeal of the Cape Wind 
project brought by the Alliance to Pro-
tect Nantucket Sound and the Town of 
Barnstable against Massachusetts’ reg-
ulators, the utility NSTAR, and Cape 
Wind. According to the Alliance to 
Protect Nantucket Sound’s president 
and CEO: 

Our case that alleges NSTAR was coerced 
into signing a no-bid contract that violates 
Federal law, discriminates against affordable 
green power producers from out of State, and 
burdens small businesses and municipalities 
with unnecessarily high electricity costs. 

Mr. Chairman, this loan guarantee is 
a wasteful gesture by DOE to support a 
project that falls into the same cat-
egory as Solyndra, the ‘‘solar energy 
giant’’ that received over $500 million 
in taxpayer money before its spectac-
ular crash and burn 3 years ago. We 
cannot afford to have another failure 
like this occur paid for by our constitu-
ents. 

Mr. Chairman, by supporting this 
amendment, the House can send an im-
portant message to this administration 
that every penny of taxpayer money is 
precious. If Cape Wind has merit, then 
it should be built on those merits from 
solely private dollars and not on the 
backs of American taxpayers. 

I urge adoption of this amendment, 
Mr. Chairman, and I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. WEBER). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 22 OFFERED BY MRS. 

BLACKBURN 
Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Chairman, I 

have an amendment at the desk. 
The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 

designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), insert the following: 
SEC. ll. Each amount made available by 

this Act is hereby reduced by 1 percent. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 641, the gentlewoman 
from Tennessee and a Member opposed 
each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Tennessee. 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Chairman, I 
appreciate the recognition of my 

amendment, and it is only a two-line 
amendment. 

Before I get into the specifics on that 
amendment, I do want to thank Mr. 
DENT, the subcommittee chair, and 
Chairman ROGERS for the work they 
did on another issue on this bill which 
deals with the Department of Energy 
rules finalizing for ‘‘Standards for Ceil-
ing Fans and Ceiling Fan Light Kits’’ 
and prohibiting money from being used 
on that regulation because of the im-
pact that it would have on our con-
stituents and on the price of ceiling 
fans. I appreciate the good work that 
they have done on that issue. I also ap-
preciate the great work that they have 
done on this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, we have got a $34 bil-
lion bill in front of us. I so appreciate 
the work of the appropriators as they 
have approached this and the respon-
sible manner that they have gone 
about in bringing this bill forward. It is 
a bill that is going to spend $50.5 mil-
lion less than in 2014. That is a good 
thing. The appropriators are to be com-
mented for that. In addition, it is $326.9 
million less than what the President 
wanted. All of those are the facts and 
figures. 

Tonight, this two-line amendment 
that I have says this is great work, but 
we have got problems. When you look 
at the economic situation in this coun-
try, when you look at what is hap-
pening with our debt, as we are pushing 
toward that $18 trillion in debt, you 
have to say: How is it fair for us to 
keep borrowing money, borrowing 
money and spending it on Federal pro-
grams that are going to be left for our 
children and grandchildren to pay for? 
These are programs that many of them 
will never use. They are programs that 
will have outlived their usefulness by 
the time my two grandsons earn their 
first paycheck. By borrowing and not 
continuing to cut a little bit more and 
a little bit more, what we are doing is 
passing the bill to them. It is passing 
the buck onto future generations to 
pay for it. 

My amendment is another 1 percent 
across-the-board cut. It would be an-
other $341 million in savings. What it 
says, very simply, to all of our agencies 
that are involved in this bill, every-
body, a penny on the dollar; just reduce 
your spending by one penny on a dol-
lar. Get in here, challenge yourselves, 
challenge your employees to save a 
cent, one penny, out of what they have 
been appropriated. Do it responsibly. 
And do it not only for the sovereignty 
of this Nation; do it for our children 
and our grandchildren. Don’t burden 
them with debt. 

What is happening with all this Na-
tion’s debt is the ultimate cap-and- 
trade. What we are doing is capping our 
children’s future and trading it, trad-
ing it. 

While there has been tremendous 
work done and our Republican-led Ap-
propriations Committee is doing work 
which never has been done and reduc-
ing this spending and pulling it back, 

we need to challenge these agencies to 
join us in this effort. Just as our busi-
nesses in each of our districts are cut-
ting back and saving money, the Fed-
eral Government needs to be doing the 
very same thing. 

With that, Mr. Chairman, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Chairman, I claim 
the time in opposition to the amend-
ment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Idaho is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to this amendment. 

While I commend my colleague for 
her consistent work to protect tax-
payer dollars, this is not an approach I 
can support. What she suggests of just 
saving one penny from the Federal 
agencies is what we have been doing for 
the last 4 years on the Appropriations 
Committee, as she recognized. We have 
been reducing spending. In fact, we 
have reduced spending much more than 
1 percent. 

This bill is fully consistent with the 
Ryan-Murray budget compromise, and 
it spends, as was mentioned, $50 mil-
lion below last year’s level. The Ryan- 
Murray budget deal was passed by this 
House. 

While difficult tradeoffs had to be 
made, this bill in its current form bal-
ances our needs. We prioritize funding 
for critical infrastructure and our na-
tional defense. These tradeoffs were 
carefully weighed for their respective 
impacts and are responsible, yet the 
gentlewoman’s amendment proposes an 
across-the-board cut on every one of 
these programs. It makes no distinc-
tion between where we need spending 
to invest in our infrastructure, pro-
mote jobs, meet our national security 
needs, and where we need to limit 
spending to meet our deficit reduction 
goals. 

The basic problem I have and have al-
ways had with across-the-board cuts is 
that it doesn’t recognize the programs 
that are priorities and things that we 
ought to be spending money on, the 
Federal Government ought to be spend-
ing money on, and those things that 
maybe we ought to cut more. 

In the Appropriations Committee, 
every time we do an appropriation bill, 
those are the decisions we make. We 
prioritize them. When the Democrats 
are in the majority, the priorities go 
toward their priorities; the spending 
goes toward their priorities more. 
When we are in the majority, the 
spending goes more toward our prior-
ities. 

If you look at our bill, there are 
areas in there that, if I were king for a 
day and could write any bill I wanted, 
there are areas I would probably cut 
more; there are areas that I would 
probably spend more. But this is a bill 
that is a compromise, hopefully a com-
promise for 435 Members of Congress 
that have different priorities and dif-
ferent needs. It does meet the budget 
goals that we have established in the 
Republican budget that was passed this 
year. 
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With that, I oppose this amendment, 

and I yield to my good friend from Ohio 
(Ms. KAPTUR). 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chair, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding and would 
merely echo his comments and say 
that Mrs. BLACKBURN’s amendment is 
well-intentioned. 

I think we have already met the goal 
in our subcommittee. We are $50 mil-
lion—million—below last year. It is im-
portant to keep your eye on the con-
text. The context is, in the last 10 
years—well, a little more than that. 
Since 2003, our country has spent $2.3 
trillion on paying for imported petro-
leum—$2.3 trillion. 

When you look at the budget deficit, 
ask yourself why this country has lost 
economic muscle inside our borders. 
Our meager $34 billion tries to com-
pensate for that $2.3 trillion of loss. 
With oil at $100 a barrel now, we could 
lose, probably in the next 20 years, 
close to $10 trillion of economic activ-
ity related to the import of very expen-
sive petroleum. 

So what we try to do is to fund crit-
ical projects in this bill to help us 
crawl our way back to energy inde-
pendence in this country, all the while 
cutting all our accounts. I think you 
can’t cut the future off. You have to 
recognize the context in which you are 
operating. 

So I think you are well-intentioned, 
but I think you are misfocused and I 
think you are missing the bigger—ex-
cuse the analogy—elephant in the room 
here, which is that we are losing 
wealth and losing strength economi-
cally because of these incredible im-
ports that have just catapulted over 
the years. 

In 1998, we began importing over half 
of what we consumed in petroleum. It 
is simply unsustainable. We have to re-
invent our way forward in order to 
grow this economy at home and create 
the kind of robust middle class jobs 
and middle class incomes that the 
American people are asking us for. 

I thank the chairman for yielding to 
me. 

I oppose the amendment, and I ask 
my colleagues to do the same. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentlewoman, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Chairman, I 
do appreciate their arguments. I am 
not going to argue with much of what 
they had to say. Indeed, the committee 
has met its goal. But to say this is not 
the context, I would beg to differ with 
the gentlewoman from Ohio. 

If we wanted to spur energy produc-
tion in this country, the President 
could go out here and do a one-stop 
shop. He could lift the ban on leases. 
He could open up U.S. production and 
exploration. Yes, there is a way to do 
that, and we would love to see him do 
that rather than restricting energy 
production. 

When it comes to across-the-board 
cuts, whether it is a Democratic Gov-
ernor like in Missouri with Nixon or 

when you have Cuomo in New York, 
they have done across-the-board cuts. 
Why do they do them? Because it 
works. It spurs economic growth. 

Go back to 1964 with Johnson and the 
Revenue Act. Why did they lower un-
employment and generate revenue 
growth? Because they cut Federal 
spending. 

There is a benefit to getting your fis-
cal house in order. While we may have 
set a goal and met that goal, which I 
applaud, I continue to say it is not 
going to be enough while we continue 
the deficit spending. It is time to get 
our fiscal house in order. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The Acting CHAIR. The question is 

on the amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from Tennessee (Mrs. BLACK-
BURN). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentlewoman from Tennessee will 
be postponed. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BYRNE 

Mr. BYRNE. Mr. Chair, I have an 
amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re-
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), insert the following: 
SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 

by this Act may be used to implement, ad-
minister, or enforce Executive Order No. 
13547 (75 Fed. Reg. 43023, relating to the stew-
ardship of oceans, coasts, and the Great 
Lakes), including the National Ocean Policy 
developed under such Executive Order. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 641, the gentleman 
from Alabama and a Member opposed 
each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Alabama. 

Mr. BYRNE. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to introduce this amendment 
on behalf of my distinguished colleague 
and fellow member of the Natural Re-
sources Committee, Representative 
BILL FLORES of Texas. 

The National Ocean Policy, created 
under Executive Order 13547, was 
signed by President Obama in 2010 and 
requires that various bureaucracies 
work together to essentially ‘‘zone the 
ocean’’ and the sources thereof, largely 
affecting the ways in which we utilize 
our ocean resources and impacting 
both our marine and inland economy. 

b 1900 

You have heard of a land grab. This 
is an ocean grab. 

This is a simple amendment. It says 
that none of the funds made available 
by this act can be used to implement, 
administer, or enforce this executive 
order. 

This policy has large implications for 
our marine resources, but reaches 

much further than the ocean itself. Es-
sentially, a drop of rain that falls on 
your land could cause the Federal Gov-
ernment to have jurisdiction over your 
property under the notion that this 
drop will eventually wind up in the 
ocean. 

That the EPA, along with the Army 
Corps of Engineers, recently released a 
‘‘Waters of the U.S.’’ rule which vastly 
expands the agency’s jurisdiction under 
the Clean Water Act by redefining 
‘‘navigable waterways’’ serves as an ex-
ample. I commend the committee for 
including a provision in this bill bar-
ring the implementation of such a rule. 

The National Ocean Policy not only 
restricts ocean and inland activities, 
but it deters the intended focus and fi-
nances of over 20 Federal agencies that 
meet as a part of the National Ocean 
Policy, a council that has no statutory 
authority to exist and no congressional 
appropriation. 

Both the Natural Resources Com-
mittee and the Appropriations Com-
mittee have asked for detailed spend-
ing reports on this overreaching policy, 
and neither committee has yet to re-
ceive any information. 

Numerous and varied industries will 
suffer as a result of this well-meaning 
but ill-conceived policy, including but 
not limited to agriculture, energy, fish-
eries, mining, and marine retail enter-
prises, to just name a few. This has the 
potential to be devastating for coastal 
communities such as in my district—a 
coastal district located on the Gulf of 
Mexico, where the previously men-
tioned industries play a critical role in 
our economy. 

Those who are affected most by the 
policy won’t have a say or any rep-
resentation in the rulemaking process 
because there is no current system of 
oversight in place for the regional 
planning agencies created as an arm of 
the National Ocean Council. Much un-
certainty remains regarding program 
implementation, its impact, the limits 
of its authority, and lack of true stake-
holder involvement. 

The President has indicated that he 
will use his pen and his phone to create 
policy against the will of Congress, and 
the National Ocean Policy is a perfect 
opportunity for him to do so. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment to stop excessive regula-
tion and protect our ocean and affili-
ated inland economies, and I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment. 

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. POE of 
Texas). The gentlewoman is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. Mr. Chair-
man, I oppose this amendment that is 
offered here today, which would block 
funding for the implementation of Na-
tional Ocean Policy. 

The National Ocean Policy seeks to 
improve the coordinated management 
of our oceans and coasts and to address 
the most pressing issues facing our 
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oceans, resources, and coastal commu-
nities. 

In fact, just 2 weeks ago, there were 
over 100 different ocean users meeting 
in Massachusetts to help develop New 
England’s ocean plan. This included 
lobstermen from Maine, my home 
State; science educators from New 
Hampshire, fishermen from Massachu-
setts, clean energy representatives 
from Rhode Island, and recreational 
fishermen from Connecticut, all meet-
ing with Federal and State agencies to 
talk about how to improve their op-
tions for their local businesses, build 
resiliency for coastal communities in 
the face of extreme weather events, 
and maintain the health of the ocean 
that provides us with goods and serv-
ices we need and enjoy. 

The National Ocean Policy does not 
call for ‘‘zoning’’ the ocean. Rather, it 
is a strategy to increase efficiency by 
bringing stakeholders together and giv-
ing citizens and businesses a voice in 
the decisionmaking process. This pol-
icy provides a way for the Federal Gov-
ernment to hear from and to coordi-
nate activities with States, commu-
nities, and business owners. 

Many State and local interests are 
eager to coordinate with the Federal 
Government, and this policy is already 
helping to make that happen. 

Let’s be clear. The policy is really 
about helping agencies like NOAA fish-
eries work more closely with fishermen 
and the Navy to coordinate with port 
communities. Why should we consider 
prohibiting these critically important 
relationships between businesses, 
States, and Federal interests? 

The National Ocean Policy helps to 
ensure that our resources, our culture, 
our history, and the economic vitality 
of our communities are fully consid-
ered in the decisions concerning our 
oceans. 

I urge my colleagues to join me, and 
I yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Rhode Island (Mr. 
CICILLINE). 

Mr. CICILLINE. I thank the gentle-
woman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the Byrne amendment, which would 
prohibit implementation of the Na-
tional Ocean Policy, which permits 
better coordination among Federal 
agencies responsible for coastal plan-
ning. 

This amendment, by preventing 
agencies like the Army Corps of Engi-
neers from coordinating with Federal 
and State partners, would impede 
States like Rhode Island, my home 
State, from managing their own re-
sources in the ways that best fit their 
needs and priorities, and advancing 
policies that protect our oceans in a re-
sponsible way. 

The administration has made it clear 
that the National Ocean Policy does 
not create new regulations, supersede 
current regulations, or modify any 
agency’s established mission, jurisdic-
tion, or authority. Rather, it helps co-
ordinate the implementation of exist-

ing regulations by Federal agencies to 
establish a more efficient and effective 
decisionmaking process. 

In the Northeast, our Regional Ocean 
Council has allowed States to pool re-
sources and businesses to have a voice 
in decisionmaking, and has coordinated 
with Federal partners to ensure all 
stakeholders have a voice in the proc-
ess. 

Allowing Federal agencies to coordi-
nate implementation of over 100 ocean 
laws and giving States and local gov-
ernments a voice in the ocean planning 
process is smart public policy, and I 
urge my colleagues to rejects this very 
misguided amendment. 

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. I want to 
thank my colleague from Rhode Island 
for his articulate thoughts and for re-
inforcing what those of us in coastal 
communities truly believe. 

Mr. Chairman, I just want to say one 
more time that this is critically impor-
tant policy for our country. I am fortu-
nate to represent a State that has 
some of the highest level of shoreline 
of any State in the Nation. We have 
fishermen. We have economic interests 
on the shore. Everyday, I hear from my 
constituents who are deeply concerned 
about the changes that we are facing, 
whether it is the sea level rising, 
changing in the fisheries, loss of spe-
cies, economic issues involving our 
coastlines, working waterfront—these 
are serious issues. This represents peo-
ple’s livelihoods. Coastal communities, 
businesses, our economic interests are 
here at stake. I can’t imagine the idea 
that we would move backward in Na-
tional Ocean Policy and that we would 
lose the opportunity to coordinate on 
these critical interests, that we would 
do anything that would endanger the 
economic development and the eco-
nomic and cultural future of our com-
munities, our fisheries, and so many 
businesses that States like mine are 
completely dependent on. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose this 
amendment, and recognize that we 
have severe issues ahead of us and we 
have a lot of work to do. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. BYRNE. Mr. Chairman, I would 

urge my colleagues on the other side of 
the aisle to read the amendment. It 
doesn’t stop any group of people in any 
State or any coastal area in this coun-
try from working together to do the 
things they have to do to protect their 
waters and to use their waters. In fact, 
it frees them up, because, under this 
executive order that in this amend-
ment we say we are not going to use 
the money from this bill to fund, they 
could be restricted. 

In my coastal communities, we do 
meet together. The Federal Govern-
ment is not a good partner. In fact, 
they have been a hindrance to our abil-
ity to our use waters. Because there 
are people in the Federal Government 
who, unfortunately, believe that the 
oceans belong to the government, not 
to the people. 

We need to adopt this amendment for 
coastal communities throughout the 

United States of America so that we 
can protect the people’s right to con-
trol their own oceans and their own 
waters so that fishermen and commer-
cial uses and recreational uses of our 
waters are kept and preserved for com-
munities throughout the country. 

I urge my colleagues to vote for this 
amendment, and I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Alabama (Mr. BYRNE). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GOSAR 

Mr. GOSAR. Mr. Chairman, I have an 
amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re-
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), insert the following: 
SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 

by this Act may be used for the Department 
of Energy’s Climate Model Development and 
Validation program. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 641, the gentleman 
from Arizona and a Member opposed 
each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Arizona. 

Mr. GOSAR. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today to offer an amendment to save 
taxpayers money, help the Department 
of Energy avoid duplicative programs, 
and to ensure its limited resources 
focus on programs directly related to 
its mission to ensure energy security 
for the United States. 

This simple amendment would pro-
hibit the use of funds to be used to-
wards the proposed Climate Model De-
velopment and Validation program 
within the Department of Energy. 

The duplicative and wasteful nature 
of this new program has been recog-
nized by several outside spending 
watchdog groups. My amendment is 
supported by the Council for Citizens 
Against Government Waste, the Amer-
ican Conservative Union, Eagle Forum, 
and the Taxpayers Protection Alliance. 

The committee has recommended no 
funding for the new climate model de-
velopment and validation activity in 
the report. I commend the committee 
for this recommendation and their 
work on this issue. 

I feel strongly that the full House of 
Representatives needs to support the 
committee recommendation and send a 
strong message to the Senate that we 
should not be wasting taxpayer re-
sources on new programs that compete 
with the private sector and should be 
funded through private investment. 

If funded, this program would be yet 
another new addition to the ever-grow-
ing list of global warming programs 
that have been instituted and funded 
all over the Federal Government in re-
cent years. The nonpartisan Congres-
sional Research Service estimates this 
administration has already squandered 
$77 billion from fiscal year 2008 to 2013 
studying and trying to develop global 
climate change regulations. 
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Consequently, I am very concerned 

by ongoing efforts by this administra-
tion to waste even more taxpayer dol-
lars on new programs for Climate 
Model Development and Validation. 

The President’s budget request for 
this program states: 

New investment in Climate Model 
Development and Validation will en-
able restructuring the model architec-
ture, new software engineering and 
computational upgrades, and incor-
porating scale-aware physics in all 
model components. 

Climate modeling and all of these 
things are being done by dozens of gov-
ernment, academic, business, and non-
profit organizations across the globe. 
While research and modeling of the 
Earth’s climate and how and why the 
Earth’s climate is changing can be of 
value, it is not central to the Depart-
ment’s mission. 

Considering the extensive work that 
is being done to research, model, and 
forecast climate change trends by 
other areas in government, in the pri-
vate sector, and internationally, fund-
ing for this specific piece of President 
Obama’s climate agenda is not only re-
dundant, it is also inefficient. 

I thank the chairman and committee 
for their work on this bill, and this 
issue specifically. This amendment is 
about effective use of taxpayers’ 
money, and I ask my colleagues to sup-
port this amendment. 

With that, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. Madam 
Chair, I rise in opposition to this 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. Mr. Chair-
man, this amendment blocks funding 
for the Department of Energy’s Cli-
mate Model Development and Valida-
tion program. This is climate science 
denial at its worst. 

The world’s top scientific institu-
tions are all telling us that we have a 
rapidly closing window to reduce our 
carbon pollution before the cata-
strophic impacts of climate change 
cannot be avoided. 

So far, the world has already warmed 
by 0.8 degrees Celsius, and we are al-
ready seeing the effects of climate 
change. Most scientists agree that 2 de-
grees Celsius is the maximum amount 
we can warm without really dangerous 
effects, although many scientists now 
believe that even 2 degrees is far too 
much, given the effects we are already 
seeing. But absent dramatic action, we 
are on track to warm 4 to 6 degrees 
Celsius by mid-century. That is more 
than 10 degrees Fahrenheit. 

The International Energy Agency has 
concluded that if the world does not 
take action to reduce carbon pollution 
by 2017—just 3 years from now—then it 
will be virtually impossible to limit 
warming to 2 degrees Celsius. 

How do we know all this? There are 
multiple lines of evidence, including di-
rect measurements. But scientists also 

use sophisticated computer models of 
how the atmosphere and oceans work 
and how they respond to different at-
mospheric concentrations of heat-trap-
ping gases. 

For projection of future emissions 
and their impacts, scientists have 
made numerous advances by collabo-
rating across academic fields, includ-
ing climatology, chemistry, biology, 
economics, energy dynamics, agri-
culture, scenario building, and risk 
management. 

b 1915 

These projections are critical as they 
provide guideposts to understanding 
how quickly and how steeply the world 
needs to cut carbon pollution in order 
to avoid the worst effects of climate 
change. 

The goal of the DOE’s climate model 
development and validation program is 
to further improve the reliability of 
climate models and equip policymakers 
and citizens with tools to predict the 
current and future effects of climate 
change, such as sea level rise, extreme 
weather events, and drought. 

Mr. GOSAR’s amendment scraps this 
program. It says no to enhancing the 
reliability of our climate models. It 
says no to improving our under-
standing of how the climate is chang-
ing. It says no to informing policy-
makers about the consequences of un-
mitigated climate change. I think that 
is absolutely irresponsible. 

The amazing thing is that the base 
bill already zeros out the funding for 
this program; but, apparently, that 
isn’t enough to satisfy the Repub-
licans’ climate denial. 

So Mr. GOSAR has offered this amend-
ment to just reiterate the point that 
the House Republicans reject the over-
whelming scientific evidence about cli-
mate change. I urge my colleagues to 
oppose this amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. GOSAR. Mr. Chairman, this 

amendment is not about making a 
statement on climate change or the va-
lidity of climate science. This is an 
amendment about fiscal responsibility 
and efficiency. 

More than 50 universities and aca-
demic institutions around the globe are 
engaged in climate modeling. This par-
ticular issue has been addressed very 
well by the academic and the nonprofit 
sectors with much greater efficiency 
and speed than any government bu-
reaucracy can ever look at. 

The President has already spent $77 
billion since 2008. This is on top of the 
billions of dollars being spent by insti-
tutions and organizations around the 
world. Let’s start talking about that. 

The Nation is currently $17.5 trillion 
in debt. The Federal Government 
spends a trillion more dollars than it 
takes in. 

Fact: more than 50 of the world’s 
leading scientific institutions are al-
ready deeply engaged in climate mod-
eling and spending billions of their own 
dollars on this research. 

Fact: Congress must make tough 
choices to cut duplicative programs in 
government and get Federal spending 
under control. 

Let’s look at these prestigious uni-
versities that obviously don’t know 
what they are doing: the University of 
Colorado at Boulder, Harvard Univer-
sity, MIT, Princeton University, the 
University of Arizona, Arizona State 
University, the University of Chicago, 
the University of California at Berke-
ley. 

Mr. Chairman, the last I looked, 
these are some of the leading institu-
tions in the country, and I think they 
know a little bit better than the Fed-
eral Government. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The Acting CHAIR. The question is 

on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. GOSAR). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it. 

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. Mr. Chair-
man, I demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Arizona will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GOSAR 
Mr. GOSAR. Mr. Chairman, I have 

amendment No. 173 at the desk. 
The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re-

port the amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
At the end of the bill, before the short 

title, insert the following: 
SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 

by this Act may be used to award grants or 
provide funding for high-efficiency toilets or 
indoor water-efficient toilets. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 641, the gentleman 
from Arizona and a Member opposed 
each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Arizona. 

Mr. GOSAR. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today to offer an amendment to save 
taxpayer money and get the govern-
ment out of the business of subsidizing 
expensive toilet exchanges and up-
grades that yield highly questionable 
returns. 

This amendment has support from 
several spending watchdog groups, in-
cluding the Council for Citizens 
Against Government Waste, Eagle 
Forum, the Taxpayers Protection Alli-
ance, and Generation Opportunity. 

If toilet exchange programs were as 
efficient as the EPA and Bureau of 
Reclamation claim, then such products 
would save consumers so much money 
and water over time that they would 
sell themselves in the private market-
place and would not need taxpayer sub-
sidies. 

According to the House Committee 
on Natural Resources, the Bureau of 
Reclamation’s own data show that the 
agency has awarded a number of ques-
tionable grants on these projects since 
2005, totaling almost $2 million. 

The Federal expenditures spent on 
toilet exchange programs include a 
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$200,000 grant to San Francisco in 2007 
and a $300,000 grant to Texas and Cali-
fornia during 2011. 

Further, in 2013, Reclamation award-
ed nearly $210,000 for high-efficiency 
flush valves to be installed on urinals 
in one city in California as part of its 
WaterSMART program, despite the 
fact that the investment on this 
project is estimated to save only 123 
acre-feet of water per year. 

For 2014, the agency wishes to grant 
funds toward a nearly million-dollar 
project for indoor water-efficient fix-
tures and toilet upgrades in California. 
At the same time, Federal policies 
have allowed for more than 300 billion 
gallons of water to be diverted into the 
San Francisco Bay and Pacific Ocean 
to protect a 3-inch fish, known as the 
Delta smelt. 

If we are truly concerned about sav-
ing water, then we should, instead, in-
vest in new infrastructure and water 
storage projects, including reservoirs, 
which would yield significantly higher 
returns on our investment. 

Our country’s Federal multipurpose 
dams and reservoirs provide abundant 
amounts of water and allow for clean 
hydropower generation. This infra-
structure investment helps provide the 
foundation for economic growth and 
long-term job security. 

Unfortunately, the Obama adminis-
tration continues to focus solely on 
conservation and has actually taken 
action to reduce water storage capac-
ity—actions which include calling for 
the removal of four privately held 
dams. 

This defies common sense. We should, 
instead, have a balanced approach that 
includes both conservation and stor-
age. Expensive toilet exchange pro-
grams are not the answer, and here are 
the facts and figures about those pro-
grams. 

Customers are eligible for a $100 re-
bate for installing 1.28-gallon toilets in 
exchange for their 1.6-gallon toilets. 
These new toilets cost between $200 and 
$500 each. 

An average toilet is flushed six times 
per day, while each federally-subsidized 
upgrade yields about $7 per year in 
water and utility savings. Thirty-year 
mortgages provide quicker returns on 
investments. 

The kicker is these taxpayer-funded 
toilets are significantly smaller and, in 
many cases, have to be flushed twice. 
Furthermore, these government-sub-
sidized toilets are a bad investment, as 
they eventually leak. 

If people are going to spend $200 to 
$500 on new high-efficiency toilets, a 
$100 rebate from the Federal Govern-
ment is not what makes their decisions 
to purchase the toilets in the first 
place. At the rate we are subsidizing 
this program, we may as well be flush-
ing taxpayer dollars down these up-
graded toilets. 

With this ludicrous return on invest-
ment, it should go without saying that 
these projects are a waste of hard- 
earned taxpayer money. 

I ask you to ponder on the countless 
ways this money could be spent more 
wisely, including on investments to in-
crease water storage capacity. This 
amendment is about the effective use 
of taxpayer money, and I ask my col-
leagues to support it. 

With that, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. GOSAR). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. KELLY OF 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 

Chairman, I have an amendment at the 
desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re-
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
At the end of the bill, before the short 

title, insert the following: 
SEC. lll. None of the funds made avail-

able by this Act may be used in contraven-
tion of section 210(d)(1)(B)(ii) of the Water 
Resources Development Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 
2238(d)(1)(B)(ii)). 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 641, the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania and a Member op-
posed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, this amendment simply re-
quires that the harbor maintenance 
funding provided in this Appropriations 
bill comply with the recently enacted 
WRRDA law and that the 10 percent 
funding requirement for the Great 
Lakes to be met. 

The Water Resources Reform and De-
velopment Act of 2014, which this body 
passed by a 412–4 vote, includes an allo-
cation for the Great Lakes navigation 
system of 10 percent of harbor mainte-
nance funding provided above the fiscal 
2012 baseline, but this amendment is 
more than about that. This is a bill 
that really dwells on the Great Lakes. 

What a great gift from God this Na-
tion was given with the Great Lakes. 
One-fifth of the world’s freshwater— 
not one-fifth of Pennsylvania’s fresh-
water and certainly not one-fifth of 
America’s freshwater—but one-fifth of 
the world’s freshwater is in our Great 
Lakes. There is also a commerce ele-
ment there. 

Now, where does that fit in, and why 
do we talk about that? Here is why: we 
are talking about jobs. We are talking 
about jobs at our Great Lakes. We are 
talking about 128,000 American jobs, 
over $33.6 billion in annual revenue, 
and it is 3 percent of our Nation’s gross 
domestic product. 

This commonsense amendment just 
directs the Army Corps of Engineers to 
use the allocated funds as directed. 

We talk about the Great Lakes, and 
we talk about it an awful lot. I think 
that, sometimes, we forget how great 
this gift is and what our responsibility 
is. 

Sure, it is a gift from God, but it is 
up to men to maintain it. This great 

body is looking at this opportunity 
that we have right now to actually di-
rect the funding that makes sure that 
we can still navigate through our 
Great Lakes—that we can dredge our 
harbors, that we can do breakwater 
maintenance, and that we can do jet-
ties, which are all of those things that 
are necessary to keep that line open. 

The Great Lakes are truly our door 
to the world. It is our responsibility, 
and it falls on our shoulders right now 
to support that. 

I appreciate the chairman and the 
ranking member’s willingness to con-
sider this amendment, and I appreciate 
their support for our Great Lakes. I 
would also like to thank Representa-
tive CANDICE MILLER for her great work 
on the WRRDA bill on behalf of our 
Great Lakes. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment and keep open our Great 
Lakes to the world. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Chairman, I claim 

the time in opposition, although I am 
not opposed to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec-
tion, the gentleman from Idaho is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Chairman, I sup-

port this amendment. 
On this particular issue, applying the 

referenced WRRDA provision to this 
fiscal year 2015 bill means that, rough-
ly, $30 million must be provided for the 
harbor maintenance of the Great Lakes 
navigation system. 

The underlying bill funds the budget 
request, which includes approximately 
$100 million for the Great Lakes. 
Therefore, while I believe it is unneces-
sary, I do not object to this amend-
ment and will support it. 

I yield to the gentlewoman from Ohio 
(Ms. KAPTUR), my good friend. 

Ms. KAPTUR. I thank the chairman 
for yielding, and I commend Represent-
ative KELLY for offering this important 
effort in highlighting the importance 
of the Great Lakes. 

I feel that you may be the last speak-
er this evening—I don’t know—but we 
would say ‘‘last, but not least,’’ espe-
cially for those of us from the Great 
Lakes, and we love the attention be-
cause we most often don’t get it. 

We had conversations today about 
oceans and about other parts of the 
country, and it is just so great to have 
someone with your commitment to the 
Great Lakes. 

Mr. Chairman, we know it is the larg-
est body of freshwater on the face of 
the Earth and that commerce moving 
through the seaways is the shortest 
distance between the United States, 
Europe, and ports even on the western 
side of Africa, if you look at the way 
the globe actually works. 

So to have this kind of work by your-
self, by the chairman of our sub-
committee—Mr. SIMPSON—by CANDICE 
MILLER, by Congressman VISCLOSKY, 
and by so many others who work on 
Great Lakes issues is wonderful and to 
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have this team put together and to see 
that we have done a better job for our 
Great Lakes in this bill than in past 
bills. 

By the way, I might say that the lake 
on which the communities I represent 
are situated, Lake Erie, is the most 
drawn upon of the lakes and the most 
fragile, and we share her with Canada, 
so it even gets a little more complex, 
as we move forward. 

I just wanted to commend the gen-
tleman, and I thank the chairman for 
giving me the time. I know the people 
who are listening from the Great Lakes 
region greatly appreciate the attention 
and what we do in this bill to make 
sure that those lakes are maintained. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
KELLY). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HUDSON 

Mr. HUDSON. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment at the desk, Hudson No. 
36. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re-
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), insert the following: 
SEC. ll. (a) None of the amounts made 

available by this Act may be used for any 
program not authorized by law as of the date 
of the enactment of this Act. 

(b) The limitation in subsection (a) shall 
not apply to amounts under the headings 
‘‘National Nuclear Security Administra-
tion’’, ‘‘Environmental and Other Defense 
Activities’’, or ‘‘Defense Nuclear Facilities 
Safety Board’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 641, the gentleman 
from North Carolina and a Member op-
posed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from North Carolina. 

Mr. HUDSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
this evening to offer an amendment to 
the Energy and Water Appropriations 
bill that would prohibit the funding for 
any program included that is not au-
thorized by law. 

For far too long, Congress has con-
tinued to appropriate spending on gov-
ernment programs with little to no 
oversight. Our country has essentially 
been on autopilot towards a cliff of fis-
cal and economic disaster. 

b 1930 

This has resulted in a massive and 
out-of-control bureaucracy that is 
wasteful and inefficient. In this bill 
alone there are 23 unauthorized pro-
grams. Some of these programs were 
last authorized in 1981, and there are 
others that have never been author-
ized. In total, these unauthorized and 
unchecked programs in this legislation 
receive around $25 billion. 

With over $17 trillion in debt, we owe 
it to our constituents to review each 
agency and program to determine if 
they are the best use of taxpayer dol-
lars to serve the public need. 

Additionally, the rules of the House 
require that appropriations may only 
be made for purposes authorized by 
law. The prohibition on unauthorized 
appropriations cannot be enforced be-
cause the rules that bring appropria-
tion bills to the floor routinely prevent 
a point of order from being raised. 

My amendment prohibits spending on 
unauthorized programs, but it exempts 
defense-related programs because these 
were authorized by the House when we 
passed the defense authorization bill in 
May. 

This amendment parallels with my 
bill, H.R. 3847, the Federal Sunset Act 
of 2014, which would force Congress to 
evaluate each agency and program and 
consider recommendations to reform or 
abolish specific entities to ensure the 
best use of our resources. 

Mr. Chairman, this type of sweeping 
reform would dramatically overhaul 
the way that Washington budgets and 
spends hard-earned tax dollars and 
allow Congress to finally take back 
control, scale back our bloated bu-
reaucracy, and provide accountability 
to the Federal Government. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Idaho is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Chairman, I have 
to tell you that I am sympathetic to 
what the gentleman is trying to do. It 
is a concern that I have had for a num-
ber of years. And, in fact, a few years 
ago, when I was chairman of the Inte-
rior Subcommittee, we brought down a 
bill and we completely defunded any 
listing of new species or designation of 
critical habitat because the Endan-
gered Species Act hadn’t been reau-
thorized for, like, 26 years or some-
thing like that. Our intent was not to 
get rid of the Endangered Species Act 
or to get rid of the designation of crit-
ical habitat. Our intent was to send the 
message that the authorizing commit-
tees need to do their job. 

I was supported in that, actually, by 
the chairman of the Resources Com-
mittee that is in charge of reauthor-
izing that bill. So far that has not been 
done. They haven’t been able to get it 
done. 

As you know, it is sometimes very 
difficult to pass reauthorization bills 
for a lot of these different programs, 
but many of these different programs 
are very, very important. I continue to 
try to seek a way to put pressure on 
the authorizing committees to actually 
do their job, to get these done. 

So far, just defunding them has not 
been successful in achieving that, and I 
don’t know why that is. It is frus-
trating both to me and to the sponsor 
of this amendment. Yet this amend-
ment would do great damage to the De-
partment of Energy. And I guess you 
could use this government-wide. 

There are a lot of programs. You 
would be surprised which programs 
haven’t been reauthorized. I think the 

Department of State hasn’t been reau-
thorized. Most seniors programs have 
not been reauthorized. If we can find a 
way to put pressure on the authorizing 
committees to do this, I would be more 
than happy to work with the gen-
tleman to try to accomplish that goal, 
but ending the programs this way, I 
think, would be too dramatic of an ef-
fect. 

So, while I sympathize with what the 
gentleman is trying to do, I have to op-
pose this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. HUDSON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr. HUD-
SON). 

The amendment was rejected. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HUDSON 

Mr. HUDSON. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re-
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
At the end of the bill, before the short 

title, insert the following: 
SEC. ll. (a) Each amount made available 

by this Act is hereby reduced by 7.4831 per-
cent. 

(b) The reduction in subsection (a) shall 
not apply to amounts under the headings 
‘‘National Nuclear Security Administra-
tion’’, ‘‘Environmental and Other Defense 
Activities’’, or ‘‘Defense Nuclear Facilities 
Safety Board’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 641, the gentleman 
from North Carolina and a Member op-
posed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from North Carolina. 

Mr. HUDSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
this evening to offer an amendment to 
the Energy and Water Appropriations 
bill that would cut spending back to 
the fiscal year 2008 level. 

While I appreciate the work of the 
Appropriations Committee in crafting 
this important bill that does decrease 
spending, we must all recognize that a 
cut of $50 million is a rounding error 
here in Washington. 

My amendment makes an across-the- 
board cut of 7.48 percent to the bill in 
order to decrease the amount back to 
the fiscal year 2008 level. The Congres-
sional Budget Office confirms my 
amendment would reduce budget au-
thority by $1.34 billion. Defense ac-
counts are exempt from these savings 
because this House just addressed de-
fense programs in the National Defense 
Authorization Act a few months ago. 

Mr. Chairman, we are on a path to a 
horrific debt crisis in this country. 
When I ran for Congress, I repeatedly 
said the first step we must take to re-
duce spending and get our fiscal house 
in order is to go back to 2008 levels, and 
then let’s go program by program and 
find savings, find duplicative programs 
that we need to cut, find the waste. 

Again, Mr. Chairman, we have got to 
get our fiscal house in order, get our-
selves back on track. My amendment 
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does just that, allows us to return to a 
point where we can finally get serious 
about making real substantive cuts to 
begin to pay down our debt and save fu-
ture generations from this horrific debt 
crisis that we are on a collision course 
with as things now stand. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Idaho is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Chairman, I guess 
the first question I would ask is: Why 
2008 spending levels? Why not 2006 or 
2004 or 2000 or 1998 spending levels, or 
1972 or 1900? 

What we need to do is look at what 
we are spending now and create savings 
by deciding what is important and 
what we ought to be doing and what 
are those things that we might like to 
do but we just don’t have the money to 
do, and eliminate those programs or re-
duce the spending in many of those 
programs, which is what the Appro-
priations Committee does every day. 

When these bills come down here, we 
have had hearings on the different 
functions of the Federal Government. 
And believe me, if you or I were to sit 
down and discuss what the Federal 
Government ought to be doing, we 
would agree on a lot. There would be 
things we would disagree on that I 
think are essential and things that I 
would disagree that you would think 
were essential. We have 435 Members, 
represent all corners of this country, 
and a budget is, by its very nature, a 
compromise in those different opinions 
on what ought to be funded and what 
the proper role of government is. 

One thing we do know, that we are 
$17 trillion in debt, and that a portion 
of that, a portion of the solution, is re-
ducing our discretionary spending. We 
have been doing that for the last 4 
years, and it has been hard work by the 
Appropriations Committee. 

We also know that you cannot get 
this budget to balance, no matter how 
hard you try, by reducing discretionary 
spending. It is not large enough, in the 
overall context of things, to cut it 
enough to get the budget to balance. 
You have got to do other things. You 
have got to have tax reform. You have 
got to have entitlement reform. We 
have to look at every area that the 
government is spending. Right now, I 
think it is about 28 percent of the total 
expenditures of the Federal Govern-
ment are discretionary spending. 
About 72 percent of them are manda-
tory. They are on autopilot. They just 
go on unless we change the underlying 
law. 

So we have got to have the courage 
to address a lot of the things that are 
driving our debt. I will tell you, you 
will never balance this budget until 
you get the economy growing again. 
That is the reality. 

When you looked at the late 1990s, 
when President Clinton and a Repub-
lican Congress balanced the budget—or 

at least that is who was in charge at 
the time. We can argue about who bal-
anced it. But at that period of time, it 
wasn’t because Republicans were so 
conservative that they came in and re-
duced spending and the budget all of a 
sudden got balanced, or it wasn’t that 
President Clinton came in and just 
raised taxes and everything and all of 
sudden we had a ton more revenue. 
What it was is that the economy grew, 
and I mean it boomed. 

We had the dot-com bubble, if you re-
member, where we had more money 
coming in to the Federal Government 
than we knew what to do with. In fact, 
when we talked about paying off the 
national debt at the time, I actually 
heard debates from leading economists 
that said we could pay off the national 
debt too fast—we had that much 
money coming in—because the debts 
wouldn’t come due when all the money 
was coming in. 

But then, of course, that turned 
around when the dot-com bubble burst, 
and since that, then 9/11 happened and 
a whole bunch of other things and two 
wars and et cetera, et cetera, et cetera. 

The reality is that you can’t balance 
this budget simply by reducing discre-
tionary spending, but I will tell you 
that the Appropriations Committee has 
been doing their job. They have been 
looking at the proper role of Federal 
Government, what our responsibilities 
are, what we must fund, and what we 
should fund, and also at what we would 
like to do and sometimes just don’t 
have the money to do. So those are the 
difficult decisions we have been mak-
ing, and we continue to do that. 

This type of approach, I think, that 
would take these accounts, only some 
accounts, back to the 1998 levels, I 
think, would hurt our economy. And, 
in fact, one of the big parts of our ac-
count is the Army Corps of Engineers, 
which does water infrastructure, locks, 
dams, harbor maintenance, all of that 
kind of stuff which is vital to our econ-
omy. I don’t know that you want to go 
in and cut that by 7.8 percent. The 
President proposed a $1 billion cut in 
it, a huge cut in it. We restored it be-
cause we, both Republicans and Demo-
crats, realize how important the water 
infrastructure of this country is. 

Those are the decisions that we make 
on the Appropriations Committee, a 
committee that I am proud to serve on, 
that has made, over the last several 
years, some very, very difficult deci-
sions, and will continue to do so be-
cause, just like every Member of this 
Congress, we realize we can’t continue 
racking up the debt as we have over 
the last several decades. 

So I appreciate that, and I would op-
pose this amendment and urge my col-
leagues to oppose this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from Ohio is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to rise in opposition to the gentle-

man’s well-intentioned amendment, 
and it is obvious he pays attention to 
the math. 

What is important about the math of 
our deficit is that we haven’t been 
growing fast enough to meet the needs 
of this country. We have a demand 
problem among vast numbers of the 
American people who aren’t consuming 
as fast as they used to because they 
have lost their jobs, they have lost 
their equity because of the housing cri-
sis, and because, if they have gone back 
to work, they aren’t earning as much 
as they used to earn. The middle class 
is shrinking, as you well know, and the 
ranks of the poor are growing. So we 
have a demand problem in this society. 

The energy question, and the reason 
I am opposing your amendment is be-
cause our budget, our allocation is 
about $34 billion. If you look just at 
this year, we will have over $200 billion 
in imported energy that sucks the 
wealth out of this country and sends it 
somewhere else. The portion of our bill 
that deals with energy is not $34 bil-
lion, but maybe a third of that. So you 
have got maybe 10, 12 billion, $15 bil-
lion at the most in our bill that deals 
directly with energy versus over $200 
billion in terms of energy imports. So 
we are way out of balance as a society. 

The portion of the investment that 
we make here to invent a new energy 
future is moving us in the right direc-
tion but too slowly. 

So do I feel we are going to meet the 
needs that we need to for the future? I 
fear our generation is failing the next, 
as hard as we try here. If I look at the 
progress we have made, in 1998, that 
was the first year where America im-
ported over half its energy. The decade 
before that it had been about 40 per-
cent. Before that, the last 30 years we 
have hemorrhaged in bringing all this 
stuff in. This year, about 40 percent of 
what we consume will be imported. So 
we have moved from 1998, importing 50 
percent of what we used, to 40 percent. 

I think President Obama has made a 
difference. Some of my colleagues may 
not agree with that. But with drilling, 
opening up drilling on lands across this 
country, we have begun to close the 
gap. 

Drilling our way out of this is not a 
total solution. We need new energy 
technologies. This bill moves us in that 
direction. 

Don’t allow your amendment to stop 
us from increasing our ability to be-
come energy independent again and 
create the kind of demand inside this 
economy that will create the jobs that 
we need for the future to heal our mid-
dle class and move people out the 
ranks of poverty. So you are well-in-
tentioned, but I think you are out of 
focus in terms of where the real chal-
lenge lies. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. HUDSON. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the comments from my col-
leagues. I appreciate, particularly, the 
work Chairman SIMPSON and his staff 
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have done preparing this bill. I under-
stand the challenges they face, and I 
appreciate the cuts they have made. 

But, Mr. Chairman, we are on a path 
to absolute ruin in this country. If we 
don’t spend one new dollar, we are 
headed toward a fiscal crisis in a very 
short time, and we have got to get off 
that path. One way to do it is to go 
back to 2008 spending levels, and then 
let’s do the work that the Appropria-
tions Committee has done on this bill. 
Let’s start at 2008 and look at which 
programs we want to keep, which pro-
grams are duplicative, where is the 
waste. 

b 1945 
But we have got to start somewhere. 

And, frankly, $50 million is a start, but 
it is not a big enough start. So I would 
encourage my colleagues to support 
this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr. HUD-
SON). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. HUDSON. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from North Carolina 
will be postponed. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
WOMACK) having assumed the chair, 
Mr. SIMPSON, Acting Chair of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union, reported that that Com-
mittee, having had under consideration 
the bill (H.R. 4923) making appropria-
tions for energy and water develop-
ment and related agencies for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 2015, and for 
other purposes, had come to no resolu-
tion thereon. 

f 

RECESS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess for a pe-
riod of less than 15 minutes. 

Accordingly (at 7 o’clock and 46 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess. 

f 

b 1959 

AFTER RECESS 
The recess having expired, the House 

was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. UPTON) at 7 o’clock and 
59 minutes p.m. 

f 

ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOP-
MENT AND RELATED AGENCIES 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2015 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to House Resolution 641 and rule 

XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill, H.R. 4923. 

Will the gentlewoman from North 
Carolina (Ms. FOXX) kindly take the 
chair. 

b 2000 

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the 
further consideration of the bill (H.R. 
4923) making appropriations for energy 
and water development and related 
agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2015, and for other purposes, 
with Ms. FOXX (Acting Chair) in the 
chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Acting CHAIR. When the Com-

mittee of the Whole rose earlier today, 
a request for a recorded vote on an 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from North Carolina (Mr. HUDSON), had 
been postponed and the bill had been 
read through page 59, line 20. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, proceedings will 
now resume on those amendments on 
which further proceedings were post-
poned, in the following order: 

An amendment by Mr. BURGESS of 
Texas. 

An amendment by Mr. LAMALFA of 
California. 

An amendment by Mr. STOCKMAN of 
Texas. 

An amendment by Mr. STOCKMAN of 
Texas. 

An amendment by Mr. MCKINLEY of 
West Virginia. 

Amendment No. 22 by Mrs. BLACK-
BURN of Tennessee. 

An amendment by Mr. GOSAR of Ari-
zona. 

An amendment by Mr. HUDSON of 
North Carolina. 

The Chair will reduce to 2 minutes 
the time for any electronic vote after 
the first vote in this series. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BURGESS 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. BURGESS) 
on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the ayes pre-
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 226, noes 193, 
not voting 13, as follows: 

[Roll No. 393] 

AYES—226 

Amash 
Amodei 
Bachmann 

Bachus 
Barletta 
Barr 

Barton 
Benishek 
Bentivolio 

Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Burgess 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Clawson (FL) 
Coble 
Coffman 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Conaway 
Cook 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Daines 
Davis, Rodney 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
Diaz-Balart 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 

Guthrie 
Hall 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Heck (NV) 
Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Holding 
Hudson 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Kelly (PA) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Labrador 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Lankford 
Latham 
Latta 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Marchant 
Marino 
Massie 
McAllister 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Messer 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Perry 
Peterson 

Petri 
Pittenger 
Pitts 
Poe (TX) 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Rahall 
Reed 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rice (SC) 
Rigell 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Scalise 
Schock 
Schweikert 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Stockman 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walorski 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Yoho 
Young (AK) 
Young (IN) 

NOES—193 

Barber 
Barrow (GA) 
Bass 
Beatty 
Becerra 
Bera (CA) 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cárdenas 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chu 

Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Courtney 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Deutch 
Dingell 

Doggett 
Doyle 
Duckworth 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Enyart 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farr 
Fattah 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Garcia 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
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